
Appendix 1 – Revised Parking Standards SPD Table of Comments and Proposed Response 

Full Name 
Company / 

Organisation 
Organisation 

Details 
ID Section Comment Council comment/ proposed response 

Mr 
 
Nic 
 
Siddle 

  18  

Draft Revised 
Parking 
Standards 
Supplementary 
Planning 
Document 

pp 1.1 says that "..(SPD) provides recommended guidelines for parking provision 
for new development and changes of use". It should also include those situations 
where there is no change of use, but there is a loss of existing cycle storage - the 
main examples of this are where an existing garage is being converted to 
habitable space. 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide more certainty and guidance for developers 
in relation to new development and the implementation of Local Plan (Part One) 
policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to parking. The 
SPD would cover a loss of cycle storage if planning permission is required for the 
development. The terms development and change of use are for those situations 
where planning permission is required. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Ms 
 
Jacqui 
 
Salt 

Natural 
England 

 44  

Draft Revised 
Parking 
Standards 
Supplementary 
Planning 
Document 

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to 
ensure that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for 
the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable 
development. 

Our remit includes protected sites and landscapes, biodiversity, geodiversity, 
soils, protected species, landscape character, green infrastructure and access to 
and enjoyment of nature. 

Whilst we welcome this opportunity to give our views, the topic of the 
Supplementary Planning Document does not appear to relate to our 
interests to any significant extent. We therefore do not wish to comment. 

Should the plan be amended in a way which significantly affects its impact on the 
natural environment, then, please consult Natural England again. 

Strategic Environmental Assessment/Habitats Regulations Assessment 
 
A SPD requires a Strategic Environmental Assessment only in exceptional 
circumstances as set out in the Planning Practice Guidance here 
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/strategic-
environmental-assessment-and-sustainability-appraisal/sustainability-appraisal-
requirements-for-local-plans/. While SPDs are unlikely to give rise to likely 
significant effects on European Sites, they should be considered as a plan under 
the Habitats Regulations in the same way as any other plan or project. If your 
SPD requires a Strategic Environmental Assessment or Habitats Regulation 
Assessment, you are required to consult us at certain stages as set out in the 
Planning Practice Guidance. 

No response required. 

Mrs 
 
Linda 
 
Shuttleworth 

  46  

Draft Revised 
Parking 
Standards 
Supplementary 
Planning 
Document 

Thank you: it's good to see revisions tipping the balance towards active and 
sustainable travel options for new developments of every sort. What is in mind for 
existing public and residential buildings? (rather more of a challenge!) 

Comments noted. 
 
The SPD only relates to existing public and residential buildings, where planning 
permission for development is required. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

John 
 
Walker 

CRAG-
Chester 

 55  

Draft Revised 
Parking 
Standards 
Supplementary 

In general, the changes are not ‘ground breaking’, they are still quite cautious and 
in the opinion of CRAG show a lack of joined up thinking and are too focussed on 
the short-term. Furthermore, in our opinion they are too broad brush - a better 
approach to 'zoning' and working more specifically with Chester and its city-centre 
is needed. The main document is drafted too broadly across what is a very 

Comments noted. 
 
Comments in relation to ongoing work around the future of Chester city centre are 
noted. However, these are beyond the scope of the proposed amendments to the 
SPD, which are tightly focused on bringing the SPD in line with the Council’s 
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Planning 
Document 

diversified borough. CRAG believes that Chester needs its own specific policy 
which is centred around the work of the report by Andy Farrall report for the ISTT, 
and the outcomes of the GFN research for the OCP. 

adopted Local Plan (Part Two) and technical changes to better reflect the recently 
amended Use Classes Order and the latest advice for electric vehicle charging 
points.  
 
No change to SPD required. 

Melanie 
 
Lindsley 

The Coal 
Authority 

 61  

Draft Revised 
Parking 
Standards 
Supplementary 
Planning 
Document 

The Coal Authority is a non-departmental public body sponsored by the 
Department of Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy.  As a statutory consultee, 
The Coal Authority has a duty to respond to planning applications and 
development plans in order to protect the public and the environment in mining 
areas. 

Our records indicate that within the Cheshire West & Cheshire area there are 
recorded coal mining features at surface and shallow depth.  These recorded 
features include; mine entries and shallow coal workings.  If present these 
features pose a potential risk to surface stability and public safety. 

It is noted however that this current consultation relates to revision of parking 
standards and I can confirm that the Planning team at the Coal Authority have no 
specific comments to make on this document.  

No response required. 

Vanessa 
 
Bond 

White Friars 
Residents' 
Association 

 81  

Draft Revised 
Parking 
Standards 
Supplementary 
Planning 
Document 

Summary 

In general, the changes are not ‘ground breaking’, they are still quite cautious and 
in the opinion of WFRA show a lack of joined up thinking and are too focused on 
the short-term. Furthermore, in our opinion they are too broad brush - a better 
approach to 'zoning' and working more specifically with Chester and its city-centre 
is needed. The main document is drafted too broadly across what is a very 
diversified borough. 

WFRA believes that Chester needs its own specific policy which is centred around 
the work of the ISTT and specifically the ISTT Chester report by Andy Farrall, as 
well as the outcomes of the GFN review of the OCP. 

Comments noted. 
 
Comments in relation to ongoing work around the future of Chester city centre are 
noted. However, these are beyond the scope of the proposed amendments to the 
SPD, which are tightly focused on bringing the SPD in line with the Council’s 
adopted Local Plan (Part Two) and technical changes to better reflect the recently 
amended Use Classes Order and the latest advice for electric vehicle charging 
points.  
 
No change to SPD required. 

 
Inspired 
Villages 
Group Ltd 

Associate 
Director 
 
Avison Young 

87  

Draft Revised 
Parking 
Standards 
Supplementary 
Planning 
Document 

Summary 
 
Inspired Villages are broadly supportive of the draft SPD. However, we have 
made more detailed comments and recommendations on the draft SPD within this 
letter.  

We respectfully request that these representations are considered fully and wish 
to be kept informed of any further progress on the draft SPD. 

No response required. 

 
Exolum 
Pipeline 
System Ltd 

 19  

Draft Revised 
Parking 
Standards 
Supplementary 
Planning 
Document 

Thank you for your email to Exolum Pipeline System Ltd dated 15th November 
2021 regarding the above. Please find attached a plan of our client’s apparatus. 
We would ask that you contact us if any works are in the vicinity of the Exolum 
pipeline or alternatively go to www.lsbud.co.uk, our free online enquiry service. 
5931766_0_1.pdf  (19 Exolum Pipeline System Ltd attachment - Cheshire West 
and Chester Nov 2021.pdf) 

No response required. 

Mrs 
 
Brenda 
 
Crowe 

  41  

Draft Revised 
Parking 
Standards 
Supplementary 
Planning 
Document 

I was wondering if provision was being considered for visitors to Chester City in 
general which is a question I am frequently being asked.  The area is fortunate to 
have free parking at Cheshire Oaks and at the M & S store in that area so families 
are tending to use those shops which is detrimental to the City and a loss to the 
Cities businesses. 

Comments noted. 
 
The SPD is an operational document, to guide the provision of parking within new 
developments, rather than setting out specific proposals for parking provision in 
Chester, which would be more appropriately covered in the Council’s Parking 
Strategy.  
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No change to SPD required.  

Miss 
 
Emily 
 
Hrycan 

Historic 
England 

 45  

Draft Revised 
Parking 
Standards 
Supplementary 
Planning 
Document 

Historic England is the Government’s statutory adviser on all matters relating to 
the historic environment in England. We are a non-departmental public body 
established under the National Heritage Act 1983 and sponsored by the 
Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS). We champion and protect 
England’s historic places, 
 
providing expert advice to local planning  authorities, developers, owners 
and communities to help ensure our historic environment is properly understood, 
enjoyed and cared for. 

Thank you for your email dated notifying Historic England 15 November 2021 of 
the intention to prepare a Revised Parking Standards SPD. 

We would encourage you to consider the historic environment in the production of 
your SPD. We recommend that you seek advice from the local authority 
conservation officer and from the appropriate archaeological staff. They are best 
placed to provide information on the historic environment, advise on local historic 
environment issues and priorities, indicate how heritage assets may be affected 
and identify opportunities for securing wider benefits through the conservation and 
enhancement of the historic environment. 

No response required. 

Ms 
 
Nicola 
 
Elsworth 

Homes 
England 

 62  

Draft Revised 
Parking 
Standards 
Supplementary 
Planning 
Document 

Homes England is the government’s housing accelerator. We have the appetite, 
influence, expertise, and resources to drive positive market change. By releasing 
more land to developers who want to make a difference, we’re making possible 
the new homes England needs, helping to improve neighbourhoods and grow 
communities. 

Homes England does not wish to make any representations on the above 
consultation. We will however continue to engage with you as appropriate. 

No response required. 

 
Inspired 
Villages 
Group Ltd 

Associate 
Director 
 
Avison Young 

82  

Draft Revised 
Parking 
Standards 
Supplementary 
Planning 
Document 

Inspired Villages 
 
Inspired Villages are an experienced operator and developer of quality retirement 
housing communities with 1,100+ apartments and cottages within six existing 
villages, including Gifford Lea Retirement Village on Frog Lane, Tattenhall. 

Inspired Villages’ developments provide communities within which people can be 
free and independent, yet receive tailored, flexible, and supportive care around 
the clock and within their own homes. This enables individuals to remain 
independent in their homes for longer. 

Inspired Villages continue to be committed to working with CWaC to deliver high 
quality retirement housing within the Borough. 

Representations 
 
The draft SPD is stated to provide recommended guidelines for parking provision 
for new development and changes of use. Its stated aims are to address traffic 
congestion and poor air quality through the appropriate control of the amount and 
design of car parking associated with development. 

Inspired Villages are generally supportive of the draft SPD. However, there are 
elements of the document which require amendment and, as such, we provide 
more detailed comments and recommendations below. 

No response required. 
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John 
 
Walker 

CRAG-
Chester 

 56  Introduction 

The update to the SPD is welcome, however, it's somewhat disappointing that this 
review hasn’t been linked to the wider more strategic work that is going on around 
the future of the city-centre, in particular the research done by GFN for the One 
City Plan (OCP) and also Andy Farrell’s Chester report for the Integrated 
Sustainable Transport Taskforce. 

Point 1.2: As drafted it omits any mention of e-scooters and/or similar transporters 

Point 1.5: Is there an agreed definition of ‘active travel’ 

Partially agree. 
 
Comments in relation to ongoing work around the future of Chester city centre are 
noted. However, these are beyond the scope of the proposed amendments to the 
SPD, which are tightly focused on bringing the SPD in line with the Council’s 
adopted Local Plan (Part Two) and technical changes to better reflect the recently 
amended Use Classes Order and the latest advice for electric vehicle charging 
points. As such no changes to the SPD are necessary. 
 
The Chester e-scooter rental scheme is a 12-month trial to explore how e-
scooters can complement existing transport options, especially for short journeys. 
Currently, only the rental e-scooters may be used in Chester and privately owned 
e-scooters remain illegal to use on public roads and pavements. Furthermore, 
numerous parking bays for the rental e-scooters have been provided in Chester 
as part of the trail. The future parking specifications and requirements for future 
micro-mobility products such as e-scooters will be outlined by central government 
through highway code and act policy updates to inform local transport authorities, 
should they become a permanent part of our future public transport network. 
Following central governments extensive monitoring and evaluation programme of 
the existing trials across the UK, to inform future government policy and possible 
legislative change. Therefore, e-scooter parking guidance is excluded from the 
revised parking standards SPD.As such, the Council does not consider that it is 
appropriate to provide parking standards for e-scooters, at least until the trail has 
concluded and the legality of their use is confirmed by the Department for 
Transport. In this respect, no change to the SPD is necessary. 
 
For more information on the Chester e-scooter trial please see here:  
 
https://www.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/residents/transport-and-
roads/highways/major-road-schemes/e-scooters/chester-e-scooter-rental-
trial.aspx)    
 
The Council accepts that it would be helpful to include a definition of ‘active travel’ 
within the document. Paragraph 6.9 has been amended with a footnote as 
follows: “Active travel means can be defined as ‘making journeys by physically 
active means, like walking or cycling.” 

Vanessa 
 
Bond 

White Friars 
Residents' 
Association 

 77  Introduction 

Our comments are aimed specifically at the impact on Chester – not the wider 
borough.  The CWaC document requires that comments be added to the relevant 
chapter/s of the document and are as follows:- 

Chapter 1 

The update to the SPD is welcome, however, it's somewhat disappointing that this 
review hasn’t been linked to the wider more strategic work that is currently going 
on around the future of the city-centre, in particular the research done by Good 
For Nothing (GFN) for the review of the One City Plan (OCP) and also Andy 
Farrall’s Chester report, originally commissioned by the Sustainable Transport 
Taskforce (now the ISTT). 

Comments noted. 
 
Comments in relation to ongoing work around the future of Chester city centre are 
noted. However, these are beyond the scope of the proposed amendments to the 
SPD, which are tightly focused on bringing the SPD in line with the Council’s 
adopted Local Plan (Part Two) and technical changes to better reflect the recently 
amended Use Classes Order and the latest advice for electric vehicle charging 
points.  
 
No change to SPD required.  

Vanessa 
 
Bond 

White Friars 
Residents' 
Association 

 91  Introduction Point 1.2: As drafted it omits any mention of e-scooters and/or similar transporters 

Comments noted. 
 
The Chester e-scooter rental scheme is a 12-month trial to explore how e-
scooters can complement existing transport options, especially for short journeys. 
Currently, only the rental e-scooters may be used in Chester and privately owned 
e-scooters remain illegal to use on public roads and pavements. Furthermore, 
numerous parking bays for the rental e-scooters have been provided in Chester 
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as part of the trail. The future parking specifications and requirements for future 
micro-mobility products such as e-scooters will be outlined by central government 
through highway code and act policy updates to inform local transport authorities, 
should they become a permanent part of our future public transport network. 
Following central governments extensive monitoring and evaluation programme of 
the existing trials across the UK, to inform future government policy and possible 
legislative change. Therefore, e-scooter parking guidance is excluded from the 
revised parking standards SPD. As such, the Council does not consider that it is 
appropriate to provide parking standards for e-scooters, at least until the trail has 
concluded and the legality of their use is confirmed by the Department for 
Transport.  
 
For more information on the Chester e-scooter trial please see here:  
 
https://www.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/residents/transport-and-
roads/highways/major-road-schemes/e-scooters/chester-e-scooter-rental-
trial.aspx)    
 
No change to SPD required. 

Nic 
 
Siddle 

Chester 
Cycling 
Campaign 

 63  Introduction 

pp 1.1 says that "..(SPD) provides recommended guidelines for parking provision 
for new development and changes of use". It should also include those 
situations where there is no change of use, but there is a loss of existing 
cycle storage - the main examples of this are where an existing garage is 
being converted to habitable space. 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide more certainty and guidance for developers 
in relation to new development and the implementation of Local Plan (Part One) 
policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T5 that relate to parking. The 
SPD would cover a loss of cycle storage if the planning permission is required for 
the development. The terms development and change of use are for those 
situations where planning permission is required. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Vanessa 
 
Bond 

White Friars 
Residents' 
Association 

 92  

Reasons for 
producing a 
SPD for 
parking 

Point 1.5: Is there an agreed definition of ‘active travel’ 

Agree.  
 
The Council accepts that it would be helpful to include a definition of ‘active travel’ 
within the document. Paragraph 6.9 has been amended with a footnote as 
follows: “Active travel means making journeys by physically active means, like 
walking or cycling.’   

John 
 
Walker 

CRAG-
Chester 

 57  

Policy 
framework 

It is noted that residential parking standards are still being provided for in a 
Borough wide application and for some reason have been excluded from the 
'zoning' plans and philosophy that is used to inform other use class developments 
for CW&C. This again is disappointing and continues to show a lack of co-
ordinated thinking with other key works that are being under taken on the future of 
the city-centre. Our comments are aimed specifically at the impact on Chester, 
not the wider borough. 
 
As with previous comments, there is now a critical need for a joined-up policy 
document for the future of Chester and most importantly a need to adopt the five 
core pillars which have come from the OCP review, one of which being the need 
for sustainable increase to city-centre housing stock in a diversified offering. 
Given this core objective, we would have hoped for a specific city-centre parking 
policy to reflect this. 
 
In support of this, and the serious recognition of the need and objective to reduce 
traffic movement in the city, it is quite amazing that CWaC have not used this 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking. The recommended parking standards set out were developed specifically 
to meet the needs of Cheshire West and Chester based on best practice and 
benchmarking against other authorities, as well as Cheshire West and Chester’s 
experience of implementing the parking standards through the planning process. 
The Council is concerned with ensuring equality of provision across the borough, 
wherever people may live, and therefore does not see the need to set zones for 
residential parking. In any case, the comments are beyond the scope of the 
proposed amendments to the SPD, which are tightly focused on bringing it in line 
with the adopted Local Plan (Part Two) and technical changes to better align with 
the Use Classes Order. 
 
Comments in relation to ongoing work around the future of Chester city centre are 
noted. However, these are beyond the scope of the proposed amendments to the 
SPD, which are tightly focused on bringing the SPD in line with the Council’s 

https://www.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/residents/transport-and-roads/highways/major-road-schemes/e-scooters/chester-e-scooter-rental-trial.aspx
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opportunity to apply a MAXIMUM parking standard to the city-centre for 
residential developments. 

Point 2.3: In the core objective listed there is no mention of cycling, walking or 
scooting? 

Point 2.4: This is a NPPF policy which allows Chester to set MAXIMUM parking 
standards for the city centre residential development - but it is not used. 

Point 2.8: The statement ‘poor air quality’ does not necessarily capture the health 
implications associated with toxic gas and particulate emissions 

Point 2.10 Propose that the final point reads ‘Local car ownership and usership 
levels’  
 
Point 2.12:    Welcome, but not defined and without real detail. 
 
Point 2.12.6:  Again welcome but how is ‘appropriate’ to be defined? 

adopted Local Plan (Part Two) and technical changes to better reflect the recently 
amended Use Classes Order and the latest advice for electric vehicle charging 
points. In any case, the comments are beyond the scope of the proposed 
amendments to the SPD, which are tightly focused on bringing it in line with the 
adopted Local Plan (Part Two) and technical changes to better align with the Use 
Classes Order. 
 
The Council would rather see well-designed parking that meets the needs of new 
residential developments, rather than setting maximum standards. Paragraph 5.4 
recognises that while there is flexibility built into the SPD, that it “…is not intended 
to be a licence for providing significantly more or significantly less parking 
provision than indicated within this document” and that each scheme will be 
considered on its merits having regard to the NPPF, and viability and design 
considerations related to the characteristics of individual sites. Given these 
safeguards that are in place, it is not considered necessary to amend the SPD. 
Paragraph 2.3 is a quote from NPPF paragraph 107, paragraph 2.10 is a direct 
quote from Local Plan (Part One) policy STRAT 10, and paragraph 21.12 is a 
direct quote from Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Vanessa 
 
Bond 

White Friars 
Residents' 
Association 

 78  

Policy 
framework 

Chapter 2 

It is noted that residential parking standards are still being provided for in a 
borough-wide application, and for some reason have been excluded from the 
'zoning' plans and philosophy that is used to inform other use class developments 
for CWaC. This again is disappointing and continues to show a lack of co-
ordinated thinking with other key works that are being under taken on the future of 
the city-centre. 

As with previous comments, there is now a critical need for a joined-up policy 
document for the future of Chester and most importantly a need to adopt the ‘five 
core pillars’ which have come from the GFN review of the OCP, one of which 
being the need for sustainable increase to city-centre housing stock in a 
diversified offering. Given this core objective, we would have hoped for a specific 
city-centre parking policy to reflect this. 

In support of this, and the serious recognition of the need and objective to reduce 
traffic movement in the city, it is therefore quite amazing that CWaC have not 
used this opportunity to apply a MAXIMUM parking standard to the city-centre for 
residential developments. 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking. The recommended parking standards set out were developed specifically 
to meet the needs of Cheshire West and Chester based on best practice and 
benchmarking against other authorities, as well as Cheshire West and Chester’s 
experience of implementing the parking standards through the planning process. 
The Council is concerned with ensuring equality of provision across the borough, 
wherever people may live, and therefore does not see the need to set zones for 
residential parking. In any case, the comments are beyond the scope of the 
proposed amendments to the SPD, which are tightly focused on bringing it in line 
with the adopted Local Plan (Part Two) and technical changes to better align with 
the Use Classes Order. 
 
Comments in relation to ongoing work around the future of Chester city centre are 
noted. However, these are beyond the scope of the proposed amendments to the 
SPD, which are tightly focused on bringing the SPD in line with the Council’s 
adopted Local Plan (Part Two) and technical changes to better reflect the recently 
amended Use Classes Order and the latest advice for electric vehicle charging 
points.  
 
The Council would rather see well-designed parking that meets the needs of new 
residential developments, rather than setting maximum standards. Paragraph 5.4 
recognises that while there is flexibility into the SPD, that it “…is not intended to 
be a licence for providing significantly more or significantly less parking provision 
than indicated within this document” and that each scheme will be considered on 
its merits having regard to the NPPF, and viability and design considerations 
related to the characteristics of individual sites. Given these safeguards that are in 
place, it is not considered necessary to amend the SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 
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Vanessa 
 
Bond 

White Friars 
Residents' 
Association 

 94  

The National 
Planning 
Policy 
Framework 
(NPPF) 

Point 2.4: This is a NPPF policy which allows Chester to set MAXIMUM parking 
standards for the city centre residential development - but it is not used. 

Comments noted. 
 
The recommended parking standards set out were developed specifically to meet 
the needs of Cheshire West and Chester based on best practice and 
benchmarking against other authorities, as well as Cheshire West and Chester’s 
experience of implementing the parking standards through the planning process. 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide guidance to maximise all forms of parking in 
new developments. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Martin 
 
Preston 

  7 

The National 
Planning 
Policy 
Framework 
(NPPF) 

2.3, bullet 5.  plug-in hybrids are NOT ultra low emissions vehicles, only EVs are. 
This needs changing to  ... adequate provision of spaces for electric vehicle 
chsarging.  (no need to distinguish between the different types - battery EVs, 
hybrid EVs, plug-in hybrid EVs). 

2.7 Does the report also promote the improvement of public transport facilities as 
an alternative? 

Comments noted. 
 
Paragraph 2.3, bullet 5 is a direct quote from the NPPF paragraph 107.  
 
The SPD is an operational document that provides recommendations and 
guidance on the provision of parking in new developments. Other Council 
strategies, such as the Local Transport Plan and the Low Emissions Strategy 
(2018) promote the improvement of public transport facilities as an alternative to 
the use of private vehicles. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Hilary 
 
Ash 

  9 

The National 
Planning 
Policy 
Framework 
(NPPF) 

2.6, 2.7: we support action to reduce climate change No response required. 

Nic 
 
Siddle 

Chester 
Cycling 
Campaign 

 64  

The National 
Planning 
Policy 
Framework 
(NPPF) 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

Your figures in pp 2.5 are incorrect (simply a repeat of the 2017 SPD). The actual 
figure from 1993 to 2020 is 40% (source 
https://roadtraffic.dft.gov.uk/summary). We therefore consider that the need for 
change is dramatically understated. 

Comments noted. 
 
While changes in traffic volumes are relevant contextual information, the NPPF 
does not specifically identify them as something that local planning local 
authorities should consider when developing local parking standards for 
residential and non-residential development. Instead, paragraph 107 of the NPPF 
identifies local car ownership levels as one of the criteria that should be taken into 
account, which the SPD recognises as being significantly above that in England 
and Wales (based on the 2011 census). The traffic volumes figure quoted is taken 
from the Council’s Local Transport Plan 2017-2030 (refresh 2017), which is due to 
be updated in the near future (as identified in the Council’s Climate Change 
Action Plan). This update will incorporate both the latest traffic volume data and 
the latest updated car ownership information from the 2021 Census.  
 
No change to SPD required 

Harrington   48  

The National 
Planning 
Policy 
Framework 
(NPPF) 

2.6 "to limit emissions to 1.5°C" needs rephrasing, because emissions themselves 
are not measured using a temperature scale.  The 1.5°C is a rise in temperature 
caused by emissions. 

Agree. 
 
Paragraph 2.6 of the SPD has been changed to read “to limit global warming to 
1.5°C” removing the word “emissions”. 

Mr 
 
Nic 
 
Siddle 

  20  

The National 
Planning 
Policy 
Framework 
(NPPF) 

Your figures in pp 2.5 are incorrect (simply a repeat of the 2017 SPD). The actual 
figure from 1993 to 2020 is 40% (source https://roadtraffic.dft.gov.uk/summary). 
You therefore understate the need for change dramatically. 

Comments noted. 
 
While changes in traffic volumes are relevant contextual information, the NPPF 
does not specifically identify them as something that local planning local 
authorities should consider when developing local parking standards for 
residential and non-residential development. Instead, paragraph 107 of the NPPF 
identifies local car ownership levels as one of the criteria that should be taken into 
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account, which the SPD recognises as being significantly above that in England 
and Wales (based on the 2011 census). The traffic volumes figure quoted is taken 
from the Council’s Local Transport Plan 2017-2030 (refresh 2017), which is due to 
be updated in the near future (as identified in the Council’s Climate Change 
Action Plan). This will incorporate both the latest traffic volume data and the 
updated car ownership information from the 2021 Census. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

 
Inspired 
Villages 
Group Ltd 

Associate 
Director 
 
Avison Young 

83  

The National 
Planning 
Policy 
Framework 
(NPPF) 

Paragraph 2.4 

Paragraph 2.4 of the draft SPD seeks to paraphrase paragraph 108 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’) 2021. However, paragraph 2.4 of 
the draft SPD as currently worded does not accurately reflect paragraph 108 of 
the NPPF, which also refers to maximum parking standards being set to optimise 
the density of development in city and town centres and other locations that are 
well served by public transport, and refers explicitly to town centres as the 
locations where local authorities should seek to improve the quality of parking. 

Therefore, Inspired Villages request that paragraph 2.4 is revised as follows: 

“NPPF paragraph 108 states that, maximum parking standards for residential and 
non-residential development should only be set where there is clear and 
compelling justification that they are necessary for managing the local road 
network and improving the quality of parking so that it is convenient, safe and 
secure, alongside measures to promote accessibility for pedestrians and cyclists. 
 
“Maximum parking standards for residential and non-residential development 
should only be set where there is a clear and compelling justification that they are 
necessary for managing the local road network, or for optimising the density of 
development in city and town centres and other locations that are well served by 
public transport (in accordance with chapter 11 of this Framework). In town 
centres, local authorities should seek to improve the quality of parking so that it is 
convenient, safe and secure, alongside measures to promote accessibility for 
pedestrians and cyclists.”” 

Partially agree. 
 
The Council accepts that paragraph 2.4 does not accurately reflect all of 
paragraph 108 of the NPPF. Therefore, for clarity and to avoid repeating sections 
of the NPPF unnecessarily, paragraph 2.4 has been deleted. 

Vanessa 
 
Bond 

White Friars 
Residents' 
Association 

 93  

The National 
Planning 
Policy 
Framework 
(NPPF) 

Point 2.3: In the core objective listed there is no mention of cycling, walking or 
scooting?  

Comments noted. 
 
Paragraph 2.3, bullet 5 is a direct quote from the NPPF paragraph 107. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Vanessa 
 
Bond 

White Friars 
Residents' 
Association 

 95  

The National 
Planning 
Policy 
Framework 
(NPPF) 

Point 2.8: The statement ‘poor air quality’ does not necessarily capture the health 
implications associated with toxic gas and particulate emissions.  

Comments noted. 
 
The link to the Low Emissions Strategy provides further information such as the 
impacts on health as a result of emissions.  
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mr 
 
Nic 
 
Siddle 

  26  

Local Plan 
(Part One) 

The Police have a preference for estates to be a series of cul-de-sacs which 
inhibit through movement, frequently at the expense of cyclist and pedestrian 
convenience. New estates should be planned in such a way as to allow 
permeability for Active Travellers even if motor vehicle access is being limited. 
Any new estate should be planned with optimal access to both established, 
planned and desirable futre cycle and pedestrian routes. 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments in relation to Local Plan (Part One) 
policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 where they relate to 
parking.  Planning applications for housing estates are currently assessed against 
other aspects of the Local Plan which include design, access, layout, safety and 
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the consideration of the impact on residential amenity as material considerations. 
The design of new housing estates is outside the scope of this SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Nic 
 
Siddle 

Chester 
Cycling 
Campaign 

 65  

Local Plan 
(Part One) 

Local Plan Part One 

We have seen in the past that the Police have expressed a preference for estates 
to be, in effect, a series of cul-de-sacs which inhibit through movement, frequently 
at the expense of cyclist and pedestrian convenience. New estates should be 
planned in such a way as to allow maximum permeability for Active 
Travellers even if motor vehicle access is being limited. Any new estate 
should be planned with optimal access to both established, planned and desirable 
future cycle and pedestrian routes in line with current Government policy. 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments in relation to Local Plan (Part One) 
policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 where they relate to 
parking.  Planning applications for housing estates are currently assessed against 
other aspects of the Local Plan which include design, access, layout, safety and 
the consideration of the impact on residential amenity as material considerations. 
The design of new housing estates is outside the scope of this SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Vanessa 
 
Bond 

White Friars 
Residents' 
Association 

 96  

Local Plan 
(Part One) 

Point 2.10 Propose that the final point reads ‘Local car ownership and usership 
levels.’  

Comments noted. 
 
This text is taken directly from Local Plan (Part One) policy STRAT 10. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mr 
 
Nic 
 
Siddle 

  34  

Local Plan 
(Part Two) 

Any communal cycle storage facility should have adequate charging facilities to 
accommodate the charging of Electrically Assisted Cycles. 

The possibility of installation of communal storage for existing housing in terraced 
streets should be examined and trialled (as happens in London) - again with 
charging facility where possible 

Comments noted. 
 
The Council considers that there are significant challenges with providing and 
administering a charging and maintenance regime for electrically assisted cycle 
charging facilities that are located communal storage areas. As such, the 
imposition of planning conditions would not be effective or proportionate.  
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking. The trial installation of communal cycle storage is outside the scope of 
the SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Vanessa 
 
Bond 

White Friars 
Residents' 
Association 

 97  

Local Plan 
(Part Two) 

Point 2.12:    Welcome, but not defined and without real detail. 

Comments noted. 
 
This text is taken directly from Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5. 
 
No change to SPD required 

Nic 
 
Siddle 

Chester 
Cycling 
Campaign 

 66  

Local Plan 
(Part Two) 

Local Plan Part Two 

Any communal cycle storage facility should have adequate charging 
facilities to accommodate the charging of Electrically Assisted Cycles 
(EAC). 

There is a lack of cycle storage availability for existing housing in terraced 
streets. That there are solutions to this problem has been demonstrated in 
other towns. One example, where 10 cycles can be stored in one car parking 
bay, is shown at:- https://securecyclestore.com/product/street-shelter/. Where 
feasible, a charging point for EACs should be included in such arrangements. 

Comments noted. 
 
The Council considers that there are significant challenges with providing and 
administering a charging and maintenance regime for electrically assisted cycle 
charging facilities that are located communal storage areas. As such, the 
imposition of planning conditions would not be effective or proportionate.  
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking. The lack of existing cycle storage is outside the scope of the SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 
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Vanessa 
 
Bond 

White Friars 
Residents' 
Association 

 98  

Local Plan 
(Part Two) 

Point 2.12.6:  Again welcome, but how is ‘appropriate’ to be defined? 

Comments noted. 
 
This text is taken directly from Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mr 
 
Reg 
 
Barritt 

Chester 
Community 
Voice 

 27  

Local Plan 
(Part Two) 

Local Plan part 2 Policy T5 

4. To deliver the worthy aims of this policy the LA together with the police ned to 
deliver far more robust enforcement management of many sites in and around the 
City to deter wheeled vehicle abuse by such as cycles and e scooters that 
currently hazard pedestrians including such as mother and toddler and elderly 
and vulnerable such as the blind. We see no such enforcement currently being 
delivered, and even when asked for requests are largely ignored. 

6. We support the objective to deliver appropriate charging infrastructure for 
electric vehicles at new developments although noting (as we note the LA taking 
some account of in subsequent policy statements) such need to also be delivered 
in established built locations including City, urban and suburban residential 
locations, and indeed along some rural routes. We further note the need to seek 
solutions to the future need for such charging points for those living in properties 
at which it is difficult, and in some cases impossible to deliver such currently 
available charging facilities. We are though concerned about the pressure on 
energy supply regarding future demand for recharging in densely populated 
residential areas? There is  a case here for the LA and Government to work 
closely with community groups to seek solutions. That said with this reservation 
we support EVCP policy 3.8 Strat 10. 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking.  The SPD provides guidance and does not provide any new Council 
policy. 
 
The Chester e-scooter rental scheme is a 12-month trial to explore how e-
scooters can complement existing transport options, especially for short journeys. 
Currently, only the rental e-scooters may be used in Chester and privately owned 
e-scooters remain illegal to use on public roads and pavements. The enforcement 
of the use of e-scooters and cycles within Chester city centre is beyond the scope 
of this SPD.  
 
No change to SPD required. 

John 
 
Walker 

CRAG-
Chester 

 58  

Parking 
standards for 
houses and 
flats 

Point 3.2: Chester and the city-centre should be defined in a different way / the 
use of 'zoning' as adopted for other use classes - otherwise the minimum policy is 
a ‘blanket’, and that makes no sense as each zone has differing needs and 
aspirations. 

Point 3.3: Would propose a guideline for the number of visitor parking space 
associated with flat development 
 
Point 3.5: Is again welcome but is specific to the Rows for example - again why 
not simply prepare a separate policy for the city-centre which better defines where 
this will be acceptable or not. We repeat a ‘zoning’ approach should be taken. 
 
Points 3.6 & 3.7: Again welcome, but the City needs its own policy with much 
more definition on what a ‘space’ means and more flexibility (given Chester's 
unique heritage) on how this can be achieved. It also needs to align with the work 
of Andy Farrall on a more diversified movement network in the city, which is 
broader that just bikes. 

Would suggest adding a provision requirement for e-scooters and similar 
transporters 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking. The recommended parking standards set out were developed specifically 
to meet the needs of Cheshire West and Chester based on best practice and 
benchmarking against other authorities, as well as Cheshire West and Chester’s 
experience of implementing the parking standards through the planning process. 
The Council is concerned with ensuring equality of provision across the borough, 
wherever people may live, and therefore does not see the need to set zones for 
residential parking. In any case, the SPD contains sufficient flexibility to allow the 
historic/existing parking arrangements, access to public transport and the 
characteristics of individual sites to be taken into account. 
 
Previous research and census data indicate that car ownership levels are lower 
for flats than for houses.  To ensure that there is adequate parking for visitors, 
especially for urban apartments, the Council applies the same standard to both 
new houses and flats.  As such, there will not be any change in the parking 
requirements for flats, due to the lower levels car ownership levels, so the surplus 
capacity can provide for visitor parking, as recognised in paragraph 3.3 which 
states that the recommended minimum provision includes an allowance for visitor 
parking. 
 
Comments in relation to ongoing work around the future of Chester city centre are 
noted. However, these are beyond the scope of the proposed amendments to the 
SPD, which are tightly focused on bringing the SPD in line with the Council’s 
adopted Local Plan (Part Two) and technical changes to better reflect the recently 
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amended Use Classes Order and the latest advice for electric vehicle charging 
points.  
 
The Chester e-scooter rental scheme is a 12-month trial to explore how e-
scooters can complement existing transport options, especially for short journeys. 
Currently, only the rental e-scooters may be used in Chester and privately owned 
e-scooters remain illegal to use on public roads and pavements. Furthermore, 
numerous parking bays for the rental e-scooters have been provided in Chester 
as part of the trail. The future parking specifications and requirements for future 
micro-mobility products such as e-scooters will be outlined by central government 
through highway code and act policy updates to inform local transport authorities, 
should they become a permanent part of our future public transport network. 
Following central governments extensive monitoring and evaluation programme of 
the existing trials across the UK, to inform future government policy and possible 
legislative change. Therefore, e-scooter parking guidance is excluded from the 
revised parking standards SPD.As such, the Council does not consider that it is 
appropriate to provide parking standards for e-scooters, at least until the trail has 
concluded and the legality of their use is confirmed by the Department for 
Transport. In this respect, no change to the SPD is necessary. 
 
For more information on the Chester e-scooter trial please see here:  
 
https://www.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/residents/transport-and-
roads/highways/major-road-schemes/e-scooters/chester-e-scooter-rental-
trial.aspx)    
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mrs 
 
Sue 
 
Proctor 

  15  

Parking 
standards for 
houses and 
flats 

3.1 New dwellings 

My comments concern adequate public transport; on-street parking; home-
working; garage conversions/loft conversions/ extensions; size of vehicles. 

Whilst I appreciate the council’s wish to take a lead in encouraging alternative 
means of transport unless there is adequate access to reliable good quality public 
transport residents will not be able to switch. 

Since Covid many people are now working at home and this is likely to continue. 
It will therefore be necessary to ensure that particularly in areas with limited on-
street parking, there must be provision for both residents, and visitors, deliveries, 
as well as people like plumbers, electricians, carers, who may need to access the 
premises. 

Where dwellings have integral garages it has often been the case that soon after 
a new dwelling is sold, the garage is turned into another living space, 
sometimes  a bedroom. In addition attics are also converted, so the capacity of a 
3 or 4 bedroom house can become a 5 or 6 bedroom property. This could mean a 
family home with 2 or 3 spaces parking spaces might have 4 or 5 vehicles. 

Does the policy take account of the size of cars and other vehicles belonging to 
the occupants? If there is even one transit sit van it can severely restrict space for 
other vehicles. 

Comment noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking.  The SPD provides guidance and does not provide any new Council 
policy and unfortunately it cannot address existing parking issues, which would 
more appropriately be addressed via other Council powers. The quality of public 
transport is also outside the scope of this SPD. 
 
The SPD has been prepared to the current levels of parking provision. Although 
as a result of the uncertainty of the COVID-19 pandemic the need for residential 
parking may have potentially temporarily increased, the SPD cannot predict for 
these changes to occur going forward.  However, its effectiveness will be 
monitored through the ongoing Local Plan monitoring process and can be 
reviewed in the future if necessary. 
 
If planning permission is required, then the number of parking spaces will be 
considered, and the recommendations and guidance contained within the SPD 
sets out the Council’s preferred parking space size 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Vanessa 
 
Bond 

White Friars 
Residents' 
Association 

 79  

Parking 
standards for 

Would suggest adding a provision requirement for e-scooters and similar 
transporters. 

Comments noted. 
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houses and 
flats 

The Chester e-scooter rental scheme is a 12-month trial to explore how e-
scooters can complement existing transport options, especially for short journeys. 
Currently, only the rental e-scooters may be used in Chester and privately owned 
e-scooters remain illegal to use on public roads and pavements. Furthermore, 
numerous parking bays for the rental e-scooters have been provided in Chester 
as part of the trail. The future parking specifications and requirements for future 
micro-mobility products such as e-scooters will be outlined by central government 
through highway code and act policy updates to inform local transport authorities, 
should they become a permanent part of our future public transport network. 
Following central governments extensive monitoring and evaluation programme of 
the existing trials across the UK, to inform future government policy and possible 
legislative change. Therefore, e-scooter parking guidance is excluded from the 
revised parking standards SPD.As such, the Council does not consider that it is 
appropriate to provide parking standards for e-scooters, at least until the trail has 
concluded and the legality of their use is confirmed by the Department for 
Transport. In this respect, no change to the SPD is necessary. 
 
For more information on the Chester e-scooter trial please see here:  
 
https://www.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/residents/transport-and-
roads/highways/major-road-schemes/e-scooters/chester-e-scooter-rental-
trial.aspx)  
 
No change to SPD required. 

Martin 
 
Preston 

  8 Car parking 

The car parking guidelines for new houses and flats seems to be excessive to 
me.  If we want to encourage the reduction in driving and adoption of more 
sustainable transport modes, why are we providing several car parking spaces for 
houses/flats with more than 1 bedroom?  Seems to be a guideline at odds with 
our overall policy aims. 

Comments noted. 
 
The Council would rather see well-designed parking that meets the needs of new 
residential developments, rather than setting maximum standards. Paragraph 5.4 
recognises that while there is flexibility built into the SPD, that it “…is not intended 
to be a licence for providing significantly more or significantly less parking 
provision than indicated within this document” and that each scheme will be 
considered on its merits having regard to the NPPF, and viability and design 
considerations related to the characteristics of individual sites. Given these 
safeguards that are in place, it is not considered necessary to amend the SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Nic 
 
Siddle 

Chester 
Cycling 
Campaign 

 67  Car parking 

Car Parking 

Ref 3.5:- In the context of City centre locations, the need for flexibility is 
understood in the context of cars. Cycles are an obvious transport choice here 
and there should also be a presumption that cycle storage will be provided 
unless it is clearly shown not to be practicable either within the building or on the 
streets nearby. 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5. There may be 
reasons that cycle storage cannot be provided in all cases, which will be 
considered on a case-by-case basis. Therefore, the SPD as worded, is sufficient. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Vanessa 
 
Bond 

White Friars 
Residents' 
Association 

 99  Car parking 

Point 3.2: Chester and the city-centre should be defined in a different way/the use 
of 'zoning' as adopted for other use classes - otherwise the minimum policy is a 
‘blanket’, and that makes no sense - as each zone has differing needs and 
aspirations. 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking. The recommended parking standards set out were developed specifically 
to meet the needs of Cheshire West and Chester based on best practice and 
benchmarking against other authorities, as well as Cheshire West and Chester’s 
experience of implementing the parking standards through the planning process. 
The Council is concerned with ensuring equality of provision across the borough, 
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wherever people may live, and therefore does not see the need to set zones for 
residential parking. In any case, the SPD contains sufficient flexibility to allow the 
historic/existing parking arrangements, access to public transport and the 
characteristics of individual sites to be taken into account. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Vanessa 
 
Bond 

White Friars 
Residents' 
Association 

 101  Car parking 
Point 3.5: Is again welcome, but is specific to the Rows for example - again why 
not simply prepare a separate policy for the city-centre which better defines where 
this will be acceptable or not. We repeat a ‘zoning’ approach should be taken. 

Comments noted. 

The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking. The recommended parking standards set out were developed specifically 
to meet the needs of Cheshire West and Chester based on best practice and 
benchmarking against other authorities, as well as Cheshire West and Chester’s 
experience of implementing the parking standards through the planning process. 
The Council is concerned with ensuring equality of provision across the borough, 
wherever people may live, and therefore does not see the need to set zones for 
residential parking. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mrs 
 
Hazel 
 
Catt 

Hartford 
Parish 
Council 

 90  Car parking 3.5 Parking spaces should be 3.3m now. 

Comments noted. 
 
The Council’s preferred parking space dimensions recommended in the SPD are 
above the industry standard to address the issue of vehicle and parking space 
size. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mrs 
 
Hazel 
 
Catt 

Hartford 
Parish 
Council 

 74  Car parking 3. Table 3.1 House with 4+ bedrooms should have 1 space per bedroom. 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking. The recommended parking standards set out were developed specifically 
to meet the needs of Cheshire West and Chester based on best practice and 
benchmarking against other authorities, as well as Cheshire West and Chester’s 
experience of implementing the parking standards through the planning process. 
As such the preferred level of parking set out in Table 3.1 is considered adequate. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Vanessa 
 
Bond 

White Friars 
Residents' 
Association 

 100  Car parking 
Point 3.3: Would propose a guideline for the number of visitor parking space 
associated with apartment development.  

Comments noted. 
 
Previous research and Census data show that car ownership levels are lower for 
flats than for houses. To ensure that there is adequate parking for visitors, 
especially for urban apartments, the Council applies the same standard to both 
new houses and flats. As such, the surplus capacity can provide for visitor 
parking, as recognised in paragraph 3.3 which states that the recommended 
minimum provision includes an allowance for visitor parking. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mr 
 
Nic 

  35  Car parking 

Ref 3.5:- This need for flexibility is understood in the context of cars. But there 
should also be a presumption that cycle storage will be provided unless it is 
clearly shown not to be practicable either within the building or in the streets 
nearby. For City centre locations, cycles are an obvious transport choice 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
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Siddle 

(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking. There may be reasons that cycle storage cannot be provided in all cases, 
which will be considered on a case-by-case basis. Therefore, the SPD as worded, 
is sufficient. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Dr 
 
Tom 
 
Welsh 

  21  Car parking 

Disabled access and parking within the curtlige of a new development - can the 
council please take account of the external relationships. There have been 
instances where a disabled person can arrive by car but cannot get there under 
their own power in a wheelchair because the only provision is from the disabled 
parking space to the door. Disabled people end up marooned in a development 
unless they use their car (and they may not necessarily have one). 

Agree. 
 
The Council agrees that disabled parking spaces should be accessible, and this 
includes the surrounding area of the parking space. The SPD has been amended 
to include the following in paragraph 6.3: ’It is recommended that careful 
consideration is made to ensure that disabled car parking spaces have suitable 
access to the street and adjacent buildings. This can be achieved by avoiding 
cobbled surfaces, high kerbs and providing adequate space for a wheelchair.’ 

Mr 
 
Toby 
 
Southgate 

Architecture 
Works Ltd 

 3 Car parking 

I think the guidance should be split into houses and flats. 2 spaces per 2 bedroom 
flat is excessive in my experience and will impact on the viability of many sites. 

Glad to see minimum standards on housing spaces as many new developments 
were ruined with the maximum standards nonsense. 

Comments noted. 
 
The SPD provides recommendations and guidance for the provision of parking in 
new developments in the implementation of Local Plan (Part One) policy STRAT 
10 and (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to parking, in the determination of 
planning applications. Flexibility in the application of the recommended guidelines 
is provided in section 5 of the SPD and in particular paragraph 5.3 which states 
‘All planning applications will be considered on their own individual merits and the 
appropriate final number of car parking spaces agreed through consultation 
between the applicant and the Council.’ 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Nic 
 
Siddle 

Chester 
Cycling 
Campaign 

 72  Cycle parking 
storage space for cycles should not be shared rubbish and recycling bins. Co-
mingling of the two is unpleasant and will not encourage use of cycles, particularly 
in poor weather or at night. 

Agree. 
 
The Councils agrees that it should be made clear that cycle storage spaces 
should not be shared with rubbish and recycling bins. The SPD has been 
amended to include the add text to the end of paragraph 6.6 as follows: ”Storage 
space for cycles should not be shared with rubbish and recycling bins.” 

Nic 
 
Siddle 

Chester 
Cycling 
Campaign 

 68  Cycle parking 

Cycle Parking 

The specification of 1 cycle space/ flat is illogical - a large flat can house as many 
as a house. The occupants of the smallest flats may well be more dependent on 
cycle travel than those of the larger ones. The number of spaces should be tied 
to the number of bedrooms; 1 for 1 bedroom, 2 for 2 and possibly more for 
both flats and houses with more bedrooms. 

For new build, some provision should be made for non-standard cycles in 
any communal storage (eg Tandems, recumbents, mobility trikes) by having a 
least one longer and/or wider bay in any rack 

Partially agree. 
 
The Council notes the comment in relation to the provision of cycle parking for 
flats as compared to houses. It is considered that generally, flat and apartment 
developments are more constrained than housing in terms of space and 
opportunities to provide covered and secure cycle parking space, and it would be 
unreasonable to impose higher standards in an SPD that would have an impact 
on development viability. The standard specified in the SPD is a minimum and 
developers are free provide more cycle parking in all new housing schemes. As 
such, no change to the SPD is necessary. 
 
The Council agrees that the SPD should recognise that additional provision 
should be made for non-standard cycles. Therefore, the following text has been 
added to the end of paragraph 6.7 as follows: “There is an expectation for at least 
one longer and/or wider bay to be included in communal cycle racks to 
accommodate non-standard cycles.” 

Vanessa 
 
Bond 

White Friars 
Residents' 
Association 

 102  Cycle parking 
Points 3.6 & 3.7: Again welcome, but the city needs its own policy with much 
more definition on what a ‘space’ means and more flexibility (given Chester's 
unique heritage) on how this can be achieved. It also needs to align with the work 

Comments noted. 
 
Comments in relation to ongoing work around the future of Chester city centre are 
noted. However, these are beyond the scope of the proposed amendments to the 
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of Andy Farrall on a more diversified movement network in the city, which is 
broader that just bikes. 

SPD, which are tightly focused on bringing the SPD in line with the Council’s 
adopted Local Plan (Part Two) and technical changes to better reflect the recently 
amended Use Classes Order and the latest advice for electric vehicle charging 
points.  
 
The SPD provides recommendations and guidance for the provision of parking in 
new developments in the implementation of Local Plan (Part One) policy STRAT 
10 and (Part Two) policy T 5, in the determination of planning applications. 
Flexibility in the application of the recommended guidelines is provided in section 
5 of the SPD and in particular paragraph 5.3 which states ‘All planning 
applications will be considered on their own individual merits and the appropriate 
final number of car parking spaces agreed through consultation between the 
applicant and the Council.’ 
 
No change to SPD required. 

 
Inspired 
Villages 
Group Ltd 

Associate 
Director 
 
Avison Young 

84  Cycle parking 

Paragraph 3.6 

Paragraph 3.6 of the draft SPD refers to the cycle parking standard for “residential 
development” as being included within Table 3.2 (‘Cycle Parking Guidelines for 
new houses and flats’). The phrase “residential development” is ambiguous, and it 
should instead be made clear that, in this context, residential development is that 
classed as C3, as opposed to Class C2 use. 

Therefore, paragraph 3.6 should be re-worded as follows: 

“Cycle access and cycle parking should be considered at the commencement of 
the design stage of a development. Cycle parking guidelines have been 
considered and for residential development falling within Use Class C3 the 
cycle parking standard is included within Table 3.2 below. Garages will be 
considered acceptable for both for cycle parking and car parking where there is 
sufficient space for both a car and bicycles.” 

To reflect the changes suggested to paragraph 3.6, Table 3.2 should be amended 
as follows: 

Dwelling Type (Use Class C3) - Minimum Standard 
 
Houses - 2 covered and secure spaces per house (can include garages and 
sheds - subject to guidance in 6 'Parking design') 
 
Flats - 1 covered and secure space per flat 

The parking standards for Use Class C2 development are detailed at Table 4.2 
(‘Parking for Other Development’) of the draft SPD. Nevertheless, Table 4.2 does 
not include standards for extra care development. Accordingly, we suggest this 
table is updated to also include standards for extra care development. 

Comments noted. 
 
The Council considers that the term ‘residential development’ can cover a wide 
range of uses including extra care developments, student accommodation, one-
bed dwellings and flats, that may have different use classes depending on the 
nature of their use and level and type of care. In any case section 5 of the SPD 
provides flexibility for planning applications to be considered on their individual 
merits having regard to the NPPF and viability and design considerations. 
Therefore, the Council considers that the SPD as currently worded, remains 
sufficient. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mrs 
 
Hazel 
 
Catt 

Hartford 
Parish 
Council 

 75  Cycle parking 
Table 3.2  Cycle parking - house - at least 1 cycle storage space per bedroom. 

                      -    flats - even 1 bedroom flats should have 2 spaces. 

Comments noted. 
 
The recommended parking standards set out were developed specifically to meet 
the needs of Cheshire West and Chester based on best practice and 
benchmarking against other authorities, as well as Cheshire West and Chester’s 
experience of implementing the parking standards through the planning process. 
Therefore, the Council considers the recommended provision as set out in the 
revised SPD to be sufficient. 

file:///C:/Users/ak106b/Downloads/84.pdf
file:///C:/Users/ak106b/Downloads/75.pdf


Full Name 
Company / 

Organisation 
Organisation 

Details 
ID Section Comment Council comment/ proposed response 

 
No change to SPD required. 

Harrington   49  Cycle parking 

The minimum standards for car parking and cycle parking are not equivalent and 
discriminate against active travel.   

Table 3.2:  Only 2 cycle parking spaces for a house is illogical.  The house could 
be of any size.  Minimum provision should be for 1 cycle per occupant, including 
children.  Contrast with Table 3.1, which states that the minimum standard for car 
parking for a house with 4+ bedrooms is 3 car parking spaces. 

Flats can also be of any size.  The comments above also apply to flats. 

Given that this document states that one of CW&C's actions is "a ‘transformative 
modal shift’ that includes a 25 per cent total reduction in car travel by 2025", 
planning policies such as this one need to endorse, and make provision to 
encourage, active travel.   

Therefore cycle parking for new houses and flats should be at the rate of 1 cycle 
per occupant at the minimum. 

Comments noted. 
 
The recommended parking standards set out were developed specifically to meet 
the needs of Cheshire West and Chester based on best practice and 
benchmarking against other authorities, as well as Cheshire West and Chester’s 
experience of implementing the parking standards through the planning process. 
Therefore, the Council considers the recommended provision as set out in the 
revised SPD to be sufficient. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mr 
 
Nic 
 
Siddle 

  36  Cycle parking 

The specification of 1 cycle space/ flat is illogical - a large flat can house as many 
as a house. The occupants of the smallest flats may well be more dependent on 
cycle travel than of the larger ones. The number of spaces should be tied to the 
number of bedrooms; 1 for 1 bedroom, 2 for 2 and ideally more for both flats and 
houses with more bedrooms. 

There should be a presumption that cycle storage will be provided in City and 
town centres unless it is clearly shown not to be practicable either within the 
building or in the streets nearby. For such locations, cycles are an obvious 
transport choice 

Comments noted. 
 
The recommended parking standards set out were developed specifically to meet 
the needs of Cheshire West and Chester based on best practice and 
benchmarking against other authorities, as well as Cheshire West and Chester’s 
experience of implementing the parking standards through the planning process. 
Therefore, the Council considers the recommended provision as set out in the 
revised SPD to be sufficient. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking. There may be reasons that cycle storage cannot be provided in all cases, 
which will be considered on a case-by-case basis. It is considered that the SPD, 
does not need amending. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

 
Inspired 
Villages 
Group Ltd 

Associate 
Director 
 
Avison Young 

85  

Electric vehicle 
charging 
points 

Paragraph 3.8 

Inspired Villages support the wording of paragraph 3.8 in that “proposals should 
seek to incorporate charging points for electric vehicles where appropriate (AY 
emphasis)”. This wording implicitly recognises that the requirement for charging 
points for electric vehicles should not be applied indiscriminately to all 
development proposals. 

No response required. 

Mrs 
 
Hazel 
 
Catt 

Hartford 
Parish 
Council 

 76  

Electric vehicle 
charging 
points 

3.8 EV Charge points - should be more on car parks. 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
implementation of Local Plan (Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part 
Two) policy T 5 and the provision of parking in new developments. The 
recommended requirement for electric vehicle charging infrastructure set out in 
the SPD provides interim guidance prior to the full implementation of updated 
building regulations in June 2023. Furthermore the Council’s forthcoming Electric 
Vehicle Charging strategy will provide more detail regarding the provision of 
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charging infrastructure in car parks generally. The Council therefore considers the 
requirement as set out in the SPD to be sufficient until this point. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

John 
 
Walker 

CRAG-
Chester 

 59  

Parking 
standards for 
other 
development 

Point 4.3: It is thought that the area of Nuns Road and City Walls Road should lie 
within the area defined as City Centre – inner zone 

Comments noted. 
 
The zones within the SPD were established in 2017. However, changes to the 
parking zones are beyond the scope of the proposed amendments to the SPD, 
which are tightly focused on bringing the SPD in line with the Council’s adopted 
Local Plan (Part Two) and technical changes to better reflect the recently 
amended Use Classes Order and the latest advice for electric vehicle charging 
points. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mrs 
 
Sue 
 
Proctor 

  16  

Parking 
standards for 
other 
development 

C4 Houses in multi-occupation. Small traditional terraced houses should not be 
permitted to increase to 4 bedrooms or more when they were originally built with 
just two bedrooms. There is barely space for one vehicle per household in areas 
like Hoole in Chester, where several properties have been converted to multi-
occupancy. When residential areas lie cheek-by-jowl alongside popular shopping 
and dining areas, access to parking can become very difficult especially if those 
working in the shops and eateries have vehicles too. 

Comments noted. 
 
The Parking Standards SPD is just one material consideration that could be taken 
into account in assessing planning applications for new Class C4 HMOs, 
alongside other Local Plan policies including Part Two) policy DM 28 and the 
Houses in Multiple Occupation and Student Accommodation SPD. The Parking 
Standards SPD in Section 5 recognises that all planning applications will be 
considered on their own individual merits and that the Council will take historic 
and existing parking and traffic arrangements into account.  Therefore, it is 
considered that there is sufficient safeguards and flexibility in place without the 
need to amend the SPD. 
 
No change to the SPD required. 

Mr 
 
Reg 
 
Barritt 

Chester 
Community 
Voice 

 28  Zones 

With reference to ‘Zones 4.2’. The policy states guidelines have been developed 
for four zones as defined in Table 4.1. CCV UK notes semi urban/suburban 
locations such as Handbridge fall outside the zone policy which is not acceptable 
given the need in relation to the deteriorating damaging and blocking of footpaths 
and sometimes of the local narrow streets unfortunately compounded by the lack 
of an effective streetscene management plan. The current situation as 
unsupported by this policy only gives encouragement for such as speeding in and 
through the area despite some streets now designated 20mph locations (?). Many 
request to the LA and police to have this situation tackled and rectified over many 
years have failed to achieve a positive outcome and this modified policy will do 
nothing to improve the situation here and other such locations. 

Comments noted. 
 
The zones within the SPD were established in 2017. However, changes to the 
parking zones are beyond the scope of the proposed amendments to the SPD, 
which are tightly focused on bringing the SPD in line with the Council’s adopted 
Local Plan (Part Two) and technical changes to better reflect the recently 
amended Use Classes Order and the latest advice for electric vehicle charging 
points. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking.  The management of street trees and verges, highway management and 
maintenance, junction remodelling, dropped kerbs, speed limits, and the 
consideration of one-way systems are outside the scope of this SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Dr 
 
Tom 
 
Welsh 

  22  Car parking 

Getting from disabled parking to the outside world. I did a survey last time parking 
was discussed and I found a number of examples in Chester where disabled 
spaces had been provided, but there was no way to get from the disabled space 
to adjacent buildings or the street because of steps, high kerbs or uneven ground 

Agree. 
 
The Council agrees that disabled parking spaces should be easily accessible, and 
this includes the surrounding area of the parking space. The SPD has been 
amended to include the following after paragraph 6.3: ”It is recommended that 
careful consideration is made to ensure that disabled car parking spaces have 
suitable access to the street and adjacent buildings. This can be achieved, for 
example, by avoiding cobbled surfaces, static objects, high kerbs and providing 
adequate space to manoeuvre a wheelchair.” 

file:///C:/Users/ak106b/Downloads/59.pdf
file:///C:/Users/ak106b/Downloads/16.pdf
file:///C:/Users/ak106b/Downloads/28.pdf
file:///C:/Users/ak106b/Downloads/22.pdf


Full Name 
Company / 

Organisation 
Organisation 

Details 
ID Section Comment Council comment/ proposed response 

Mr 
 
Reg 
 
Barritt 

Chester 
Community 
Voice 

 29  Car parking 

The standard set out in policy statements ‘Car parking 4.6’ and 4.12 STRAT 
10 of the Local Plan (Part One) is appreciated. The problem again with 
reference to Handbridge is the lack of any opportunity to deliver the set-out 
standard for parking at the current local Medical Centre at Greenaway Street. It is 
many years now since meetings were held between local councillors, community 
representatives and the NHS at which it was agreed a new medical centre built 
adjacent off Eaton Road to the South West Cheshire College that would provide 
adequate parking and convenience of access along with delivering improved 
facilities for patient care and for doctors to work in. Despite subsequent efforts by 
the community there has been no report back delivery of any such development 
from the NHS or from local councillors. There is significant concern within the 
uninformed community, who we regret to have to say feel evaded and 
disregarded about this. 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking. The proposed amendments to the SPD are tightly focused on bringing 
the SPD in line with the Council’s adopted Local Plan (Part Two) and technical 
changes to better reflect the recently amended Use Classes Order and the latest 
advice for electric vehicle charging points, Section 5 of the SPD recognises that 
all planning applications will be considered on their own individual merits and that 
the Council will take historic and existing parking and traffic arrangements into 
account. Therefore, it is considered that there is sufficient safeguards and 
flexibility in place without the need to amend the SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Harrington   50  Cycle parking 

4.9 & 4.10  Thank you for including these.  The different characteristics of long 
stay and short stay cycle parking are often overlooked.   

4.9 Please add to the list of facilities:  Facilities to securely dry out cycling 
equpment such as waterproofs, gloves, shoes and helmets after use in wet 
weather.  A locker which is large enough to hang clothing on hangers and which 
is heated is ideal.  Such facilites would not occur to a non-cyclist and 
unfortunatley are rarely provided, but would be a huge improvement and would 
encourage many more people to cycle regularly. 

Agree. 
 
The Council agrees that adding drying facilities to the list of facilities that should 
be provided, particularly for larger employment schemes. The last sentence of 
paragraph 4.9 has been amended as follows: “Long stay cycle parking, for 
example for employees, should be located conveniently for the cycle user in a 
secured, covered area, to reduce the chance of theft and exposure to weather. 
Facilities should be provided such as showers, changing rooms, and lockers and 
facilities to securely dry out cycling equipment, particularly in larger employment 
schemes.” 

Mr 
 
Nic 
 
Siddle 

  38  Cycle parking 
Some provision should be made for non-standard cycles (eg Tandems, 
recumbents, mobility trikes) by having a least one longer and/or wider bay in any 
rack 

Agree. 
 
The Council agrees that the SPD should recognise that additional provision 
should be made for non-standard cycles. Therefore, the following text has been 
added to the end of paragraph 6.7 as follows: ”There is an expectation for at least 
one longer and/or wider bay to be included in communal cycle racks to 
accommodate non-standard cycles.” 

Mr 
 
Toby 
 
Southgate 

Architecture 
Works Ltd 

 4 

Servicing, 
motorcycle 
parking, coach 
parking, and 
taxis 

Parking standards should be minimum as you will end up with employees parking 
all over the place as happens off Sealand Road. 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking. The recommended parking standards set out were developed specifically 
to meet the needs of Cheshire West and Chester based on best practice and 
benchmarking against other authorities, as well as Cheshire West and Chester’s 
experience of implementing the parking standards through the planning process. 
 
Section 5 of the SPD recognises that all planning applications will be considered 
on their own individual merits and that the Council will take historic and existing 
parking and traffic arrangements into account. Therefore, it is considered that 
there is sufficient safeguards and flexibility in place without the need to amend the 
SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Nic 
 
Siddle 

Chester 
Cycling 
Campaign 

 69  

Servicing, 
motorcycle 
parking, coach 
parking, and 
taxis 

Servicing, motorcycle parking, coach parking, and taxis 

The proposals in the table do not show sufficient distinction in cycling 
parking/storage needs between staff and customer needs in many of these cases. 

Comments noted. 
 
The recommended parking standards set out were developed specifically to meet 
the needs of Cheshire West and Chester based on best practice and 
benchmarking against other authorities, as well as Cheshire West and Chester’s 
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For shops, for instance, staff will need full shift internal secure storage whilst 
customers need some covered Sheffield Stands in a prominent place outside. 

For hotels etc, we would suggest 1 internal space for every 2 members of 
staff and 2 fully secure spaces for every 10 bedrooms.(ie same as Cheshire 
East) 

For Care Homes - 1 visitor space for every 10 residents and 1 internal space 
for every 2 members of staff (ie same as Cheshire East) 

For Sheltered Accommodation, 1 space for every 6 residents and 1 internal 
space for every 2 members of staff (ie same as Cheshire East) 

For shops, bars and restaurants, we would suggest 1 internal space/2 
members of staff in addition to the requirements given in the table 

experience of implementing the parking standards through the planning process. 
In terms of the parking needs of staff and service users, the required numbers 
factor in both. As such there is no need to amend the SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mrs 
 
Hazel 
 
Catt 

Hartford 
Parish 
Council 

 73  

Servicing, 
motorcycle 
parking, coach 
parking, and 
taxis 

4.11 F1 (a): Schools - 2 parking bays per class, 1 cycle bay per 5 staff and 1 per 6 
pupils was felt to be inadequate. 
 
4.11 C2: Residential Care Homes - car parking spaces need to be split between 
staff and visitors - current number inadequate.  Also are there sufficient disabled 
parking bays? 

Comments noted. 
 
The recommended parking standards set out were developed specifically to meet 
the needs of Cheshire West and Chester based on best practice and 
benchmarking against other authorities, as well as Cheshire West and Chester’s 
experience of implementing the parking standards through the planning process. 
In terms of the parking needs of staff and service users, the required numbers 
factor in both. As such there is no need to amend the SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Harrington   51  

Servicing, 
motorcycle 
parking, coach 
parking, and 
taxis 

Table 4.2 Parking for Other Development  In this table, does "space" generally 
mean car parking space?  The presence of columns for "Disabled Bays" and 
"Bicycle" would indicate that there is an implicit assumption that in columns other 
than these, car parking spaces are being referred to.  (Perhaps an example of our 
car-centric society!)  Could it be made clear whether the spaces are for cars or 
cycles?  And could the term "Cycle" be used instead of "Bicycle" please?  This is 
because "cycle" covers all types of cycles, including cargo, tandem, trikes, etc 
etc.  Thanks. 

Minimum standards for cycle parking spaces seem very low compared to the 
possible maximum standards for car parking spaces eg clinics and health centres 
could justify 5 car parking spaces but only 2 cycle parking spaces whilst 
complying fully with these standards.   

Have minimum standards for cycling spaces been calculated on the basis of 
CWAC's aspirations for active travel? 

If they have been calculated on current usage levels, we can expect that, as now, 
people will see a huge car park and very little cycle parking, which gives a very 
big message that the "normal" and "expected" behaviour is to arrive by car. 

Standards needs to be stated for cycle parking for staff parking for hotels, care 
homes, schools, etc, where cycle parking needs of staff and service users will be 
different.  

Partially agree. 
 
Regarding Table 4.2, ‘space’ means car parking space. However, for consistency 
with the other guidance in the SPD, Table 4.2 has been amended to use the term 
“Cycle” instead of “Bicycle” to cover all types of cycle such cargo, tandem, trikes 
etc.  
 
The recommended parking standards set out in Table 4.2 are locally distinctive 
and were developed specifically to meet the needs of Cheshire West and Chester 
based on best practice and benchmarking against other authorities, as well as 
Cheshire West and Chester’s experience of implementing the parking standards 
through the planning process. The purpose of the SPD is to provide guidance to 
maximise all forms of parking in new developments, rather than as a basis for 
promoting active travel – although active travel is relevant in how it links to new 
developments.  In terms of the parking needs of staff and service users, the 
required numbers factor in both. As such there is no need to amend the SPD. 

Mr 
 
Nic 

  37  

Servicing, 
motorcycle 
parking, coach 

The proposals in the table do not show sufficient distinction in cycling 
parking/storage needs between staff and customer needs in many of these cases. 

Comments noted. 
 
The recommended parking standards set out were developed specifically to meet 
the needs of Cheshire West and Chester based on best practice and 
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Siddle 

parking, and 
taxis 

For shops, for instance, staff will need full shift internal secure storage whilst 
customers need some covered Sheffield Stands in a prominent place outside. 

For hotels etc, we would suggest 1 internal space for every 2 members of staff 
and 2 fully secure spaces for every 10 bedrooms.(ie same as Cheshire East) 

For Care Homes - 1 visitor space for every 10 residents and 1 internal space for 
every 2 members of staff (ie same as Cheshire East) 

For Sheltered Accommodation, 1 space for every 6 residents and 1 internal space 
for every 2 members of staff (ie same as Cheshire East) 

For shops, bars and restaurants, we would suggest 1 internal space/2 members 
of staff in additon to the requirements given in the table 

benchmarking against other authorities, as well as Cheshire West and Chester’s 
experience of implementing the parking standards through the planning process. 
In terms of the parking needs of staff and service users, the required numbers 
factor in both. As such there is no need to amend the SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Hilary 
 
Ash 

  10  

Electric vehicle 
charging 
points 

4.12 Support provision for EV charging in all developments over 10 parking 
spaces and make that mandatory unless thereis specific reason for a particular 
development (like not enough electricity available at present). Consider lowering 
that limit. 

Comments noted. 
 
The recommended requirements for the provision of electric vehicle charging 
infrastructure set out in the SPD provides interim guidance for developers in 
relation to new development prior to the full implementation of updated building 
regulations in June 2023. The Council also recognises that SPDs can only amplify 
on existing Local Plan policies and cannot set mandatory requirements Therefore 
the Council considers the recommended provision as set out in the revised SPD 
to be sufficient. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mr 
 
Reg 
 
Barritt 

Chester 
Community 
Voice 

 30  

Residential 
parking zones 

With reference to ‘5 Other considerations’ 

Regarding Residential parking zones 5.1: There should be no more ifs and 
buts, does and don’t regarding the creation of residential parking zones given the 
general tenor of this policy and the LA and Government’s determination to reduce 
the volume of cars parked in and using city and other urban and sub urban 
streets. Residential parking zones should now and going forward be provide 
everywhere be that is established and new housing to harmonise with the overall 
intentions of the stated policy rather than otherwise will be the case if not to 
continue as now conflicting with that intention. Government should provide started 
funding to deliver this objective supported by LA delivered legalised fixed penalty 
and compulsory permit issue. 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance on the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking, and unfortunately it cannot address existing parking issues or implement 
residential parking zones, which would more appropriately be addressed via other 
Council powers, such as traffic enforcement. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mr 
 
Toby 
 
Southgate 

Architecture 
Works Ltd 

 5 

Residential 
parking zones 

Why should a developer foot the bill for a permit scheme that the council will 
receive annual payments for in perpetuity. 

Comments noted. 
 
Developers may be asked to contribute to costs of implementing or extending to a 
residential parking zone if the impacts of a development make this necessary, in 
line with Local Plan (Part One) policy STRAT 11, relevant legal regulations and 
the Council’s responsibility to manage highway safety. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mr 
 
Reg 
 
Barritt 

Chester 
Community 
Voice 

 31  

Traffic 
Regulation 
Orders 

CCV UK appreciates the commitment to enhance the use of Traffic Regulation 
Orders 5.2 especially given the current use of them infuriates some communities 
where they are denied such as action against damaging and obstructive 
pavement and verge parking while being delivered in other locations with no 
better claim to having them (?). In addition, such orders should be coordinated 
with a wider streetscene policy requiring such as off-street parking at properties to 
ensure properly constructed dropped kerbs are provided while taking every 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for to the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking. Unfortunately, the SPD can only be taken into account where a new 
development is proposed and it can be taken into considered as part of the 
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precaution to save as much off-road garden frontage (if it exists), delivering street 
trees and pavement verges wherever possible together with good quality 
management of them in the interest of the elsewhere stated LA commitment to 
supporting bio diversity and other environmental objectives in our streets. 

planning process. The management of street trees and verges, highway 
management and maintenance, junction remodelling, dropped kerbs, speed limits, 
and the consideration of one-way systems are outside the scope of this SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

John 
 
Walker 

CRAG-
Chester 

 60  Parking design 

Point 6.4: Would suggest that this point also covers e-scooters and/or similar 
transporters 

  

Electric vehicle Charging Infrastructure: The proposed minimum specification for 
houses and the development of flats with unallocated parking of 1 in 10 equipped 
for EVCP’s is not consistent with the overall aims of the policy, would suggest 
consideration of the ratio 1 in 2 

Comments noted. 
 
The Chester e-scooter rental scheme is a 12-month trial to explore how e-
scooters can complement existing transport options, especially for short journeys. 
Currently, only the rental e-scooters may be used in Chester and privately owned 
e-scooters remain illegal to use on public roads and pavements. Furthermore, 
numerous parking bays for the rental e-scooters have been provided in Chester 
as part of the trail. The future parking specifications and requirements for future 
micro-mobility products such as e-scooters will be outlined by central government 
through highway code and act policy updates to inform local transport authorities, 
should they become a permanent part of our future public transport network. 
Following central governments extensive monitoring and evaluation programme of 
the existing trials across the UK, to inform future government policy and possible 
legislative change. Therefore, e-scooter parking guidance is excluded from the 
revised parking standards SPD.As such, the Council does not consider that it is 
appropriate to provide parking standards for e-scooters, at least until the trail has 
concluded and the legality of their use is confirmed by the Department for 
Transport. In this respect, no change to the SPD is necessary. 
 
For more information on the Chester e-scooter trial please see here:  
 
https://www.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/residents/transport-and-
roads/highways/major-road-schemes/e-scooters/chester-e-scooter-rental-
trial.aspx)    
 
The recommended requirements for the provision of electric vehicle charging 
infrastructure set out in the SPD provides interim guidance for developers in 
relation to new development prior to the full implementation of updated building 
regulations in June 2023. Therefore, the Council considers the recommended 
provision as set out in the revised SPD to be sufficient at this point. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Vanessa 
 
Bond 

White Friars 
Residents' 
Association 

 80  Parking design 

Electric vehicle Charging Infrastructure: The proposed minimum specification for 
houses and the development of apartments with unallocated parking of 1 in 10 
equipped for EVCP’s is not consistent with the overall aims of the policy, would 
suggest consideration of the ratio 1 in 2. 

Comment noted. 
 
The recommended requirements for the provision of electric vehicle charging 
infrastructure set out in the SPD provides interim guidance for developers in 
relation to new development prior to the full implementation of updated building 
regulations in June 2023. Therefore, the Council considers the recommended 
provision as set out in the revised SPD to be sufficient at this point. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Harrington   52  

Car parking 
space 
dimensions 

Has consideration been made for the increased use of vans in recent years, many 
of which are about 5m long.  Lots of people now have work vans which they keep 
at home. 

Presumably "racking systems" are for cycles?  Please add that, if racking systems 
are to be considered, they need to be suitable for Dutch-style town cycles and 
there needs to be provision for cargo cycles, trikes, electric cylcles, etc etc.  All 
too often racking systems are made for men's racing-style two-wheel bikes and 

Comments noted. 

The parking space dimensions recommended in the SPD is above the industry 
standard to address the issue of vehicle and parking space size. 

Reference to racking systems in the car parking space dimensions in paragraph 
6.1 is for cars and not for cycles. 
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require the cycle to be light enough to be lifted into place.  It is very hard to fit a 
heavy, sit-up style town bike with mudguards, pannier rack, chain guard and lights 
into such racking systems.  The racking systems used in the Netherlands address 
all these issues well. 

No change to SPD required. 

Mr 
 
Reg 
 
Barritt 

Chester 
Community 
Voice 

 32  

Car parking 
space 
dimensions 

It is all very well stipulating Car parking space dimensions 6.1 but in a location 
such as Handbridge this is of no help and only a damaging hinderance (10 
Queens Park View, 2 Percy Road, corner of Lower Hartington Street/Appleyards 
Road junction etc we are seeing ever more inappropriate semi off road/part 
across pavement permissions in tandem with removal of one front of house 
garden after another along with  adverse impact on the character and 
distinctiveness of an area begging for conservation area status in recognition of 
such as the 1919 Homes Fit for Heroes Housing development policy but that has 
so long been and continues to be  denied. A number of the proposals stated in 
this policy are utterly inappropriate and/or unworkable for this area while there is 
nothing in it offering positive and improved management of local traffic and 
parking issues. 

Comments noted. 

The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for to the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking.  The SPD provides guidance only and will be considered along with other 
Local Plan policies that deal with character, design, and conservation in the Local 
Plan, when determining planning applications. Further flexibility is provided within 
the SPD in Section 5, which states that schemes will be considered on their own 
merits having regard to the design considerations of individual sites and the 
historic/existing parking and traffic arrangements in the area. 

Therefore, it is considered that there is sufficient safeguards and flexibility in place 
without the need to amend the SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mr 
 
Toby 
 
Southgate 

Architecture 
Works Ltd 

 2 

Car parking 
space 
dimensions 

Cars are not going to be getting any smaller in the future so the new minimum 
should be 2.5 x 5m as the minimum standard. 

Spaces are even larger in some boroughs in the South of England so this 
guidance feels very out of date already. 

Comments noted. 

The Council’s preferred parking space dimensions recommended in the SPD are 
above the industry standard to address the issue of vehicle and parking space 
size. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Nic 
 
Siddle 

Chester 
Cycling 
Campaign 

 70  

Garage 
dimensions 

Garage Dimensions 

The 3m minimum width is essential if cycles are to be wheeled past a parked car 
to be stored. A width of 3.3m (as required in Cambridge) would be preferable 
to allow for the manoeuvring of heavier Electrically Assisted Cycles. The 
smaller size is acceptable if the garage can be accessed via a separate door 
leading to the outside and hence to the road. 

There also needs to be a clear statement within the guidance that a carport, 
whatever the dimensions, cannot be considered 'secure' and therefore 
negate the need for separate cycle storage provision. 

Agree. 
 
The Council agrees that a recommended garage width should be included to 
supplement a minimum width to allow the manoeuvring of larger cycles. Therefore 
paragraph 6.2 of the SPD had been amended as follows: “The recommended 
internal dimensions for a single garage is 3.3 x 6m and double garage are shown 
in the image below. The standard dimension for a single garage is 3 x 6m and for 
a double garage is 5 x 6m, as shown in the images below. If dedicated cycle 
parking is not provided elsewhere, garages can be a convenient and secure place 
to park cycles if designed correctly, particularly if the garage can be accessed via 
a separate external door. The 6m depth will accommodate 2 cycle parking 
spaces. Where the cycle parking standard is to be met by other means the 
standard garage depth can be reduced to 5.5m.” 
 
The Council agrees that a carport cannot be considered a ‘secure’ for cycle 
storage. Paragraph 6.8 has been amended with the addition of the following 
sentence: “A carport cannot be considered as ‘secure’ and is not adequate as 
‘secure’ cycle storage.” 

Mr 
 
Nic 
 
Siddle 

  39  

Garage 
dimensions 

The CWaC suggestion in both this and the previous SPD is that it needs to be 6m 
long x 3m wide in order to be also deemed adequate for cycle storage. 

My suggestion is to follow the examples of both Cambridge and Cheshire East 
and insist on 6 m long and 3.3m wide unless there is rear/side door access to the 
back of the garage. With cars getting steadily wider (typically by about 180mm 
when comparing current with original versions of everything from a Golf to a 
Range Rover), and the introduction of more substantial and less manoeuvrable 

Agree. 
 
The Council agrees that a recommended garage width should be included to 
supplement a minimum width to allow the manoeuvring of larger cycles. Therefore 
paragraph 6.2 of the SPD had been amended as follows: “The recommended 
internal dimensions for a single garage is 3.3 x 6m and double garage are shown 
in the image below. The standard dimension for a single garage is 3 x 6m and for 
a double garage is 5 x 6m, as shown in the images below. If dedicated cycle 

file:///C:/Users/ak106b/Downloads/32.pdf
file:///C:/Users/ak106b/Downloads/2.pdf
file:///C:/Users/ak106b/Downloads/70.pdf
file:///C:/Users/ak106b/Downloads/39.pdf


Full Name 
Company / 

Organisation 
Organisation 

Details 
ID Section Comment Council comment/ proposed response 

electric cycles, there is a need for additional width in order for a garage to be 
suitable for both car and cycles. 

The fundamental test is that it should be possible to get a cycle out of a garage in 
which an at least average family car is parked without first having to move the car. 

parking is not provided elsewhere, garages can be a convenient and secure place 
to park cycles if designed correctly, particularly if the garage can be accessed via 
a separate external door. The 6m depth will accommodate 2 cycle parking 
spaces. Where the cycle parking standard is to be met by other means the 
standard garage depth can be reduced to 5.5m.” 

Mr 
 
Nic 
 
Siddle 

  43  

Garage 
dimensions 

A carport whatever the size, rather than a garage, cannot be considered to be 
'secure' from a cycle aspect unless accompanied by other measures. They should 
not therefore be considered as meeting the SPD requirement for cycle storage. 

Agree. 
 
The Council agrees that a carport cannot be considered a ‘secure’ for cycle 
storage. Paragraph 6.8 has been amended with the addition of the following 
sentence: “A carport cannot be considered as ‘secure’ and is not adequate as 
‘secure’ cycle storage.” 

Mr 
 
Toby 
 
Southgate 

Architecture 
Works Ltd 

 6 

Garage 
dimensions 

If a single garage is 3m wide. Why is a double garage not 6m wide? 

How are you ever going to get the 2nd car into the garage? 

Do not agree. 
 
The Council’s experience with developments completed within the borough has 
been that a double garage width of 5m has been adequate. As such, there is no 
need to change the SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mr 
 
Nic 
 
Siddle 

  42  

Garage 
dimensions 

The 3m minimum width is essential if cycles are to be wheeled past a parked car 
to be stored. A width of 3.3m (as in Cambridge) would be preferable to allow for 
the manouevring of heavier Electrically Assisted Cycles. The smaller size is 
acceptable if the garage can be accessed via a separate door leading to the 
outside and hence to the road. 

Agree. 
 
The Council agrees that a recommended garage width should be included to 
supplement a minimum width to allow the manoeuvring of larger cycles. Therefore 
paragraph 6.2 of the SPD had been amended as follows: “The recommended 
internal dimensions for a single garage is 3.3 x 6m and double garage are shown 
in the image below. The standard dimension for a single garage is 3 x 6m and for 
a double garage is 5 x 6m, as shown in the images below. If dedicated cycle 
parking is not provided elsewhere, garages can be a convenient and secure place 
to park cycles if designed correctly, particularly if the garage can be accessed via 
a separate external door. The 6m depth will accommodate 2 cycle parking 
spaces. Where the cycle parking standard is to be met by other means the 
standard garage depth can be reduced to 5.5m.” 

Dr 
 
Tom 
 
Welsh 

  23  

Disabled car 
parking space 
dimensions 

Dimensions of disabled spaces. It is fine to specify the dimensions for a car and 
transfer space of 3.6 metres, but there are instances where you cannot then 
manouvere the wheelchair outside the transfer space because of static obstacles, 
high kerbs etc. Some are surrounded by cobbled surfaces. 

Agree. 
 
The Council agrees that disabled parking spaces should be easily accessible, and 
this includes the surrounding area of the parking space. The SPD has been 
amended to include the following after paragraph 6.3: “It is recommended that 
careful consideration is made to ensure that disabled car parking spaces have 
suitable access to the street and adjacent buildings. This can be achieved, for 
example, by avoiding cobbled surfaces, static objects, high kerbs and providing 
adequate space to manoeuvre a wheelchair.” 

Dr 
 
Tom 
 
Welsh 

  25  Cycle parking 

In respect of cycle parking please can these be placed with regard to wheelchair 
users getting past and with regard to them not being obstacles for blind or partially 
sighted people. There are some great curved tubular steel designs on Chester 
pavements which are extremely hazardous to blind people.  

Comments noted. 
 
While the purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for 
developers in relation to parking provision in new developments and the 
implementation of Local Plan (Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part 
Two) policy T 5 that relate to parking, certain aspects are governed by other 
legislation and regulations. Therefore, the Council does not consider the need to 
repeat existing legislation and regulations in the SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Dr 
 

  89  Cycle parking 
There seems to be no mention of escooter parking, which too often involves 
marking out spaces across pavements, restricting pedestrian use, and a hazard to 

Comments noted. 
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Tom 
 
Welsh 

blind or partially sighted individuals. Escooters being a current CW&C obsession 
theyt really should fall within a parking strategy. 

The Chester e-scooter rental scheme is a 12-month trial to explore how e-
scooters can complement existing transport options, especially for short journeys. 
Currently, only the rental e-scooters may be used in Chester and privately owned 
e-scooters remain illegal to use on public roads and pavements. Furthermore, 
numerous parking bays for the rental e-scooters have been provided in Chester 
as part of the trail. The future parking specifications and requirements for future 
micro-mobility products such as e-scooters will be outlined by central government 
through highway code and act policy updates to inform local transport authorities, 
should they become a permanent part of our future public transport network. 
Following central governments extensive monitoring and evaluation programme of 
the existing trials across the UK, to inform future government policy and possible 
legislative change. Therefore, e-scooter parking guidance is excluded from the 
revised parking standards SPD.As such, the Council does not consider that it is 
appropriate to provide parking standards for e-scooters, at least until the trail has 
concluded and the legality of their use is confirmed by the Department for 
Transport. In this respect, no change to the SPD is necessary. 
 
For more information on the Chester e-scooter trial please see here:  
 
https://www.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/residents/transport-and-
roads/highways/major-road-schemes/e-scooters/chester-e-scooter-rental-
trial.aspx)  
 
No change to SPD required.  

Vanessa 
 
Bond 

White Friars 
Residents' 
Association 

 103  Cycle parking 
Point 6.4: Would suggest that this point also covers e-scooters and/or similar 
transporters. 

Comments noted. 
 
The Chester e-scooter rental scheme is a 12-month trial to explore how e-
scooters can complement existing transport options, especially for short journeys. 
Currently, only the rental e-scooters may be used in Chester and privately owned 
e-scooters remain illegal to use on public roads and pavements. Furthermore, 
numerous parking bays for the rental e-scooters have been provided in Chester 
as part of the trail. The future parking specifications and requirements for future 
micro-mobility products such as e-scooters will be outlined by central government 
through highway code and act policy updates to inform local transport authorities, 
should they become a permanent part of our future public transport network. 
Following central governments extensive monitoring and evaluation programme of 
the existing trials across the UK, to inform future government policy and possible 
legislative change. Therefore, e-scooter parking guidance is excluded from the 
revised parking standards SPD.As such, the Council does not consider that it is 
appropriate to provide parking standards for e-scooters, at least until the trail has 
concluded and the legality of their use is confirmed by the Department for 
Transport. In this respect, no change to the SPD is necessary. 
 
For more information on the Chester e-scooter trial please see here:  
 
https://www.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/residents/transport-and-
roads/highways/major-road-schemes/e-scooters/chester-e-scooter-rental-
trial.aspx)  
 
No change to SPD required. 

Harrington   53  Cycle storage 

6.7 To the list, please add cargo cycles, which are starting to be used more widely 
in the UK.  There are a few already in Chester.  

Agree. 
 
The Council agrees that cargo cycles should be included in the list of non-
standard cycles and that a recognition that these can be much wider should be 
added to the last sentence of paragraph 6.7 as follows: “This includes all forms of 
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Please also add to the last sentence "and much wider".  (Cargo cycles 
sometomes have a big tub on the front, which can be wider than the rider and 
cycle). 

electrically assisted cycle, hand-cranked cycles, tricycles, tandems, cargo cycles 
and cycles adapted for use by disabled people. Shared cycle parking should 
include some provision for larger cycles, which can be up to a metre longer and 
much wider than average cycles.” 

Hilary 
 
Ash 

  11  Cycle storage 6.6-6.8 Support proper storage for cycles. 

Comments noted. 
 
The Council agrees for the need to support proper storage for cycles and has 
made sufficient consideration in paragraphs 6.7 to 6.11 of the SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mrs 
 
Sue 
 
Proctor 

  17  Active travel 

A general point re cycling and cycle lanes. I welcome the provision of cycle-lanes 
but cyclists can only use them if they are maintained. I also find potholes are 
much more dangerous if I am cycling rather than driving or walking. If there are 
other vehicles either behind or approaching it’s a tough call whether to veer away 
from a pothole, or risk falling off. 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking. Cycle routeways and road maintenance are outside the scope of this 
SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mr 
 
Reg 
 
Barritt 

Chester 
Community 
Voice 

 33  Active travel 

Finally, regarding the Active travel proposal 6.9, 6.10, and 6.11:  CCV UK 
appreciates council commitment to active travel and in particular the commitment 
to make that safer, more attractive and convenient. We have though strong 
reservations about the balance of the LAs commitments as set out in its ‘Walk, 
Ride and Thrive’ policy (that we have previously studied) not helped by the fact 
that so little research is evident in the study attached to this regarding walking 
compared to use of wheeled transport such as cycling we judge the LA has got 
the balance in that policy wrong for Chester given its nature and character and 
population along with value as a visitor attraction.  We now add the fear e 
scooters use and possible proliferation around and about the city given we see 
little and no enforcement of the illegal and dangerous use of these off road on 
pavement and in parks  etc  I addition to the adverse impact of cyclists ; this 
intimidating and hazarding pedestrians and causing some to be hesitant and even 
give up walking in and out of the city to pursue their own business and social life 
and to take healthy exercise on foot in the interest of their own well-being. And to 
this end what we have witnessed even with he use of the marked cycle routes set 
out now on some pavements we do not consider those generally a success as 
witnessed seeing cyclists, now e scooter users and pedestrians around the city 
brought into conflict. This policy needs a a significant review, commitment from LA 
and Police and rewrite to resolve that serious problem. 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provisions of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking.  The enforcement of e-scooters is outside the scope of this SPD. 
 
The Chester e-scooter rental scheme is a 12-month trial to explore how e-
scooters can complement existing transport options, especially for short journeys. 
Currently, only the rental e-scooters may be used in Chester and privately owned 
e-scooters remain illegal to use on public roads and pavements. Furthermore, 
numerous parking bays for the rental e-scooters have been provided in Chester 
as part of the trail. The future parking specifications and requirements for future 
micro-mobility products such as e-scooters will be outlined by central government 
through highway code and act policy updates to inform local transport authorities, 
should they become a permanent part of our future public transport network. 
Following central governments extensive monitoring and evaluation programme of 
the existing trials across the UK, to inform future government policy and possible 
legislative change. Therefore, e-scooter parking guidance is excluded from the 
revised parking standards SPD.As such, the Council does not consider that it is 
appropriate to provide parking standards for e-scooters, at least until the trail has 
concluded and the legality of their use is confirmed by the Department for 
Transport. In this respect, no change to the SPD is necessary. 
 
For more information on the Chester e-scooter trial please see here:  
 
https://www.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/residents/transport-and-
roads/highways/major-road-schemes/e-scooters/chester-e-scooter-rental-
trial.aspx)    
 
No change to SPD required. 

Harrington   54  Active travel 

6.10 & 6.11   

Currently, active travel in a scheme seems to be a tick-box exercise instead of a 
committed, ambitious attempt to allow people to get to, around, through and out 

Partially agree. 
 
The Council agrees that it would be helpful to include a reference to LTN 1/20 
within the active travel section of the SPD to encourage the provision of LTN 1/20 

file:///C:/Users/ak106b/Downloads/11.pdf
file:///C:/Users/ak106b/Downloads/17.pdf
file:///C:/Users/ak106b/Downloads/33.pdf
https://www.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/residents/transport-and-roads/highways/major-road-schemes/e-scooters/chester-e-scooter-rental-trial.aspx
https://www.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/residents/transport-and-roads/highways/major-road-schemes/e-scooters/chester-e-scooter-rental-trial.aspx
https://www.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/residents/transport-and-roads/highways/major-road-schemes/e-scooters/chester-e-scooter-rental-trial.aspx
file:///C:/Users/ak106b/Downloads/54.pdf


Full Name 
Company / 

Organisation 
Organisation 

Details 
ID Section Comment Council comment/ proposed response 

of, a development on foot or by cycle, safely.  eg the recent Wrexham Road 
development in Chester, where a novice or hesitant cyclist would not be brave 
enough to cycle the short distance into Chester city centre. 

The usual scenario is that a vehicle route is installed prominently, then cycling 
and walking provision fitted around the vehicle route.  This must change if we are 
to address the Climate Emergency and the crisis of diseases of inactivity. 

The Government's Cycle Infrastructure Design guidance document (Local 
Transport Note 1/20, July 2020) should be referenced, which states that cycle 
routes need to be Coherent, Direct, Safe, Comfortable and Attractive.  Could this 
also be included in Section 2 Policy Framework?  

compliant schemes in the design of schemes. Therefore paragraph 6.10 has been 
amended as follows: “In line with Cheshire West and Chester Council’s “Walk. 
Ride. Thrive” Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan(ii), applicants should 
consider the borough’s existing walking and cycling networks at the design stage 
to reduce the need for travel and encourage a modal shift away from a reliance on 
cars. The consideration of design guidance, such as LTN 1/20, in the design of 
new schemes is strongly encouraged.” 

Dr 
 
Tom 
 
Welsh 

  88  Active travel 

Public transport interfaces - rail and bus. The parking provisions are often 
lamentable, particularly for disabled parking and access from disabled spaces. 
Both Chester Station and Chester Bus Exchange have such issues. It might be 
Rail infrastruicture that is responsible at rail stations but it affects interconnectivity 
in the public sector. 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking.  Future planning applications for development at Chester station or 
Chester Bus Exchange should take the content of the SPD into account. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Nic 
 
Siddle 

Chester 
Cycling 
Campaign 

 71  Active travel 

Active Travel 

An obligation should be placed on designers and applicants to show that they 
have sought input from established local groups representing cyclists, pedestrians 
and those with mobility limitations etc. These groups are likely to have a more 
extensive knowledge of the opportunities and limitations surrounding any 
particular site or scheme. 

Ref paragraph 6.11:- “In line with Local Plan policies STRAT 10 and T 5, where 
applicable, schemes should maximise the use of sustainable travel modes and 
demonstrate that the scheme has been designed to assist both access to and 
movement through and around the site for pedestrians and cyclists. Schemes 
should also link to adjoining development and land uses such as open space, 
schools or retail. As a minimum, schemes should be planned to enable links and 
to be made in the future”. For this last to happen, there has to be an outline 
ambitious document outlining what links could be made in the future. There are 
many potential routes and links that have been missed in the past because 
planning applications have been dealt with on a piecemeal basis. The LCWIP 
could be the basis for such a long term plan but it would need constant and 
frequent refreshing and updating on a ‘rolling’ basis. 

Partially agree. 
 
The Council is unable to compel applicants to have engaged with local groups 
through a guidance document such as the SPD. However, it should be noted that 
the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement includes provisions which 
encourage developers involved in significant planning applications to carry out 
public consultation prior to a planning application. In addition, the NPPF states 
that applications that demonstrate early, proactive and effective engagement on 
the design of the schemes, should be looked on more favourably than those that 
cannot. 
 
However, the Council agrees that it would be helpful to clarify that where 
applicable, the design of schemes should also consider movement through a site, 
as this would be in line with the intentions of policies STRAT 10 and T 5. 
Therefore paragraph 6.11 has been amended as follows: ”In line with Local Plan 
policies STRAT 10 and T 5, where applicable, schemes should maximise the use 
of sustainable travel modes and demonstrate that the scheme has been designed 
to assist both access to and movement through and around the site for 
pedestrians and cyclists. Schemes should also link to adjoining development and 
land uses such as open space, schools or retail. As a minimum, schemes should 
be planned to enable links and to be made in the future.” 

Dr 
 
Tom 
 
Welsh 

  24  Active travel 

In respect of walking and cycling, current CW&C policy is shared use of surfaces 
by pedestrians and cyclists, or segregation of the same surface, where the 
surface is merely an original footway re-assigned to include cycles. This then 
becomes a very difficult surface for wheelchair users and other disabled. There 
are several examples where routes previously used by wheelchair users as sole 
options have become cycleways. Where these are next to disabled parking 
spaces they become an issue here. 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance on the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking.  The surfacing of cycle routeways and pathways are outside the scope of 
this SPD and are covered by other Local Plan policies and highways maintenance 
standards and legislation 
 
No change to SPD required. 
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Mr 
 
Nic 
 
Siddle 

  40  Active travel 

An obligation should be placed on designers and applicants to show that they 
have sought input from established local groups representing cyclists, pedestrians 
and those with mobility limitations etc. These groups are likely to have a more 
extensive knowledge of the opportunities and limitations surrounding any 
particular site or scheme. 

Ref paragraph 6.11, last sentence - absolutely! But for this to happen, there 
needs to be an outline ambitious document outlining what links could be made in 
the future. The LCWIP may be the basis for this but it will need constant 
refreshing and updating 

Comments noted. 
 
The Council is unable to compel applicants to have engaged with local groups 
through a guidance document such as the SPD. However, it should be noted that 
the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement includes provisions which 
encourage developers involved in significant planning applications to carry out 
public consultation prior to a planning application. In addition, the NPPF states 
that applications that demonstrate early, proactive and effective engagement on 
the design of the schemes, should be looked on more favourably than those that 
cannot. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mr 
 
Tony 
 
Barcroft 

  14  Active travel 

We probably need an e-bike rental option along the lines of what London has 
done very successfully (Lime bikes) as this reduces the need for bike ownership 
and storage/security whilst being an easy way out of the need to use cars as 
transport.  

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the 
provision of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan 
(Part One) policy STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to 
parking.  Rental options for e-bikes are outside the scope of this SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

 
Inspired 
Villages 
Group Ltd 

Associate 
Director 
 
Avison Young 

86  

Electric vehicle 
charging 
infrastructure 

Appendix A 

Appendix A relates to ‘Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure’. Point 3 under 
‘Houses, developments of flats and sheltered accommodation with dedicated off-
street parking’ and ‘Houses and developments of flats, care/nursing homes and 
sheltered accommodation with unallocated parking’ states, 

“The EVCPs shall be located where they are readily accessible from a dedicated 
parking bay, avoiding the need for cables to trail across paths and vehicle routes.” 

This statement better relates to houses as opposed to apartments or rooms, as it 
is easier to accommodate EV charging infrastructure for houses than for 
apartments. Therefore, the wording should be amended as follows: 

“Where possible, the EVCPs shall be located where they are readily accessible 
from a dedicated parking bay, avoiding the need for cables to trail across paths 
and vehicle routes.” 

Comments noted. 
 
The Council does not wish to accept any cables that trail across paths and vehicle 
routes for reasons of safety. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mr 
 
Tony 
 
Barcroft 

  13  

Electric vehicle 
charging 
infrastructure 

The provision of 1 charging point per 10 parking spaces doesn't strike me as 
sufficient in terms of the expected % of new cars being sold over the next 10 
years. Also - if we are to encourage the uptake of electric vehicles then we need 
to build out more charging infrastructure than is currently required to reduce the 
anxiety around "but where will I charge it?"  

Comment noted. 
 
The revised SPD provides an increase in the recommended provision of electric 
vehicle charging points from the current SPD and recognises the viability 
considerations of providing new charge points, within the current Local Plan 
policies. The requirement for electric vehicle charging Infrastructure set out in the 
SPD provides interim guidance for developers in relation to new development 
prior to the full implementation of updated building regulations in June 2023. The 
Council considers the requirement to be sufficient until this point. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Paul 
 
Barnfather 

  1 

Electric vehicle 
charging 
infrastructure 

Suggest 

Partially agree. 
 
The Council agrees that it would be helpful to amend the SPD to make it clear 
that this is the recommended minimum Electric Vehicle Charge Points (EVCP) 
specification and that for flexibility, a EVCP can be fed by either a single or a 
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• All charging points must be minimum fast 7kW Mode 3 charging points 
fitted with a Type 2 connector. Electric vehicle charging points (EVCP) fed 
from a dedicated single or three phase 32-amp supply. 

to allow for future-proofing and also permit automatic phase balancing and/or 3-
phase charging.  

Suggest adding guidance on access and payment provision for charging: 

Where payment is required for the use of electric vehicle charging, the 
payment method should be clearly and prominently displayed. 

Where payment is required for the use of electric vehicle charging, the 
payment method should be accessible to any prospective user. 

Suggest adding guidance on signage: 

The location of chargers should be clearly signed to that they can be 
located easily by drivers. 

Suggest adding guidance on maintenance provision and reliability: 

All chargers should be supported with suitable maintenace provision, with 
clear instructions on how to report issues or faults. 

three-phase supply. Therefore bullet 1 of Appendix A has been amended as 
follows: “All charging points must be fast 7kW Mode 3 charging points fitted with a 
Type 2 connector as a minimum. Electric vehicle charging points (EVCP) fed from 
a dedicated single or three-phase 32-amp supply.” Bullet point 1 of each of the 
following development types in Appendix A has also been amended to state: “… a 
dedicated single or three-phase 32-amp supply.” 
 
However, the accessibility of the payment method and the suitability of any 
maintenance provision for the EVCP is beyond the scope of the SPD and not 
something that the Council would be able to enforce through its planning powers. 
The Council is confident that whatever arrangements are put in place by the 
EVCP provider that this will be adequately signed and operated. Therefore, no 
further changes to the SPD are necessary. 

Hilary 
 
Ash 

  12  

Electric vehicle 
charging 
infrastructure 

First section: ` 

Modify first bullet point to say `at minimum' must be fast 7kW Mode 3. Installation 
of 11kV chargers may be better in some locations (these have just gone in at EA 
Technology, Capenhurst) and technology keeps on changing. It is not sensible to 
ban higher standards. 

Modify 6th bullet to include shall comply with the latest edition of the Institution of 
Engineering and Technology’s Code of Practice for Electric Vehicle Charging 
Equipment Installation. 

Houses etc with allocated parking; First bullet `at minimum' as above. 

Make sure there is cabling for each house to pay its own electricity, and so that 
solar power on rooftops can help charge the car. Problems can arise if a `landlord' 
or similar controls the charging facility and uses it to make money. 

Make sure charging points (or at least a reasonable proportion) are disabled 
accessible. 

Houses etc with unallocated parking; First bullet `at minimum' as above. 

Make sure charging points (or at least a reasonable proportion) are disabled 
accessible. 

Non-residential: 1. `at minimum' as above. 

Partially agree. 
 
The Council agrees that it would be helpful to amend the SPD to make it clear 
that this is the recommended minimum Electric Vehicle Charge Points (EVCP) 
specification and (with reference to the comment above) that for flexibility, a 
EVCP can be fed by either a single or a three-phase supply. Therefore bullet 1 of 
Appendix A has been amended as follows: “All charging points must be fast 7kW 
Mode 3 charging points fitted with a Type 2 connector as a minimum. Electric 
vehicle charging points (EVCP) fed from a dedicated single or three-phase 32-
amp supply.” 
 
The Council also agrees that it would be helpful to include a reference to the 
Institution of Engineering and Technology’s Code of Practice for Electric Vehicle 
Charging Equipment Installation at the start of Appendix A, Therefore, and 
additional bullet point has been added to Appendix A follows: “All EVCP 
installations shall comply with the latest edition of the Institution of Engineering 
and Technology’s Code of Practice for Electric Vehicle Charging Equipment 
Installation.” 
 
There is no need to amend the first bullet of each development type in Appendix 
A, to state that ‘at minimum’, as each section is headed as “Minimum 
specification”. The Council considers that this provides sufficient clarity, and no 
amendments to the SPD are necessary. 
 
The operation of any EVCP is outside the scope of the SPD and beyond the 
control of planning. Similarly, the accessibility of EVCP is controlled by other 
policies and legislation. As such, no amendments to the SPD are required. 
 
The Council considers that there is nothing in the SPD that would prevent the 
installation of Mode 4 charging points. The SPD sets out that the recommended 
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Retail/leisure: `at minimum' as above. 

Allow for the installation of Mode 4 charging points, and decide what proportion of 
the charging points should be Mode 4. Installation of Mode 4 points should not 
lead to a reduction in points available, as people do not usually remove their cars 
once charging is finished. 

minimum is Mode 3, which does not prevent the installation of Mode 4 chargers. 
Although it is recognised that EV technology continues to advance at pace with 
Mode 4 and emerging new charging types, it is a case of what the National Grid 
Energy infrastructure can deliver/capacity at a local level, that restricts current 
rollout of ultra-fast rapid charges (similar to mode 4). Mode 4 charging is still an 
emerging technology and is largely dependent on local network capacity, which 
can be costly to upgrade. The Council is developing an emerging EV Strategy 
which considers these and other similar issues. As such, the Council does not 
consider it appropriate to include Mode 4 in the recommended minimum EVCP 
specification at this time. Therefore, no change to the SPD is necessary. 

 

  



Comments received after the consultation deadline 

Full Name 
Company / 

Organisation 
Organisation 

Details 
Section Comment Council comment/ proposed response 

Mark 
Smith 

 
  

Firstly, I would like to ask for the 'minimum standard car parking' for new houses/flats to 
be changed to 'maximum' and ideally, this being changed to reduce the amount slightly. 
I think it needs to be remembered as well that in some circumstances, residents don't 
park in their designated parking space, instead just dump their car on the road. This 
means that there is often more parking available than is used but in addition, I think that 
it needs to be considered that some people dont have any vehicle at all so all that does 
is houses that have more cars than spaces, end up using other peoples spaces with 
ease. Ideally, there needs to be better parking restrictions on roads and force people 
into dedicated car parking and then reduce the amount of spaces available so that it 
better reflects usage. Could a possible 'get out clause' be put in so that for 
developments of over 50 dwellings, if the developer contributes at least 5k per dwelling 
into public transport improvements (beyond that which would normally be asked), they 
can reduce their car parking. This then provides more funding for public transport as 
well as reduces car parking spaces. A bit of a win, win for everyone. 

Comments noted. 
 
The SPD provides recommendations and guidance for the provision of parking in new 
developments in the implementation of Local Plan (Part One) policy STRAT 10 and 
(Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to parking, in the determination of planning 
applications. The recommended parking standards set out were developed specifically 
to meet the needs of Cheshire West and Chester based on best practice and 
benchmarking against other authorities, as well as Cheshire West and Chester’s 
experience of implementing the parking standards through the planning process. The 
purpose of the SPD is to provide guidance to maximise all forms of parking in new 
developments. 
 
Flexibility in the application of the recommended guidelines is provided in section 5 of 
the SPD and in particular paragraph 5.3 which states ‘All planning applications will be 
considered on their own individual merits and the appropriate final number of car 
parking spaces agreed through consultation between the applicant and the Council. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mark 
Smith 

 
  

Secondly, for 'Other developments', again, could something be put in place to 
encourage developers to invest into public transport. Such as for industry/warehouses, 
if a staff bus will run, the requirements get reduced. Also for developments very well 
served by public transport, reduce the requirements for parking. 

Comments noted. 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide recommendations and guidance for the provision 
of parking in new developments and the implementation of Local Plan (Part One) policy 
STRAT 10 and Local Plan (Part Two) policy T 5 that relate to parking. The Council’s 
existing Travel Planning Guidance SPD provides advice and guidance for staff in 
employment developments above a certain threshold, which can include running staff 
bus services. 
 
Flexibility in the application of the recommended guidelines is provided in section 5 of 
the SPD and in particular paragraph 5.3 which states ‘All planning applications will be 
considered on their own individual merits and the appropriate final number of car 
parking spaces agreed through consultation between the applicant and the Council. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mark 
Smith 

 
  

I think that Disabled Spaces for Class B1 and B8 buildings should be reduced. Mainly 
because the amount of actually disabled people using these spaces is minimal and 
often they are just left empty. This is not good for anyone and is a waste of land space. I 
think that 2 spaces should be enough however the developer should ensure that there 
is provision for more to be added within 5 years of completion if the current 2 spaces 
are regularly filled. 

Comments noted. 
 
The recommended parking standards set out were developed specifically to meet the 
needs of Cheshire West and Chester based on best practice and benchmarking against 
other authorities, as well as Cheshire West and Chester’s experience of implementing 
the parking standards through the planning process, and other guidance and legislation 
for the provision of disabled parking spaces. 
 
No change to SPD required. 
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Mark 
Smith 

 
  

As for cycle spaces, for any class where people would commonly be inside the building 
for a number of hours (such as industry and workplaces), the cycle parking should be 
inside the main building or in a dedicated, secure cycle park (potentially shared 
between developments). The Sheffield hoops things I think they are called are useless 
in many ways. They are not secure for people who could be working in a warehouse for 
12 hours straight. One of the biggest worries amongst cyclists is security and having a 
random bike loop is hardly secure and will not encourage anyone to cycle. Dedicated 
secure cycle parking. If there are more than 40 bike spaces required for the 
development, shower and changing facilities should be provided by the employer close 
to the cycle parking. This would enable people who do cycle to freshen up before going 
about their day 

Comments noted. 
 
The Council agrees for the need to support proper storage for cycles and has made 
sufficient consideration in paragraphs 6.7 to 6.11 of the SPD. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mark 
Smith 

 
  

Thirdly, I ask for you to raise the 'minimum parking space' size to the current 
'recommended' size. I ask this because vehicles are getting bigger and the small 
spaces are not suitable anymore really. Many modern cars are already 2 metres or very 
close to and so the 'minimum' size gives 20cm either side of the vehicle to open the 
door. This is not very good and the small parking spaces are leading to people parking 
more over to one side or taking up 2 spaces to give the required space. This means 
less parking spaces available. It's better to have the 2.5m width since this encourages 
more sensible parking, gives people the desired space needed to enter and exit the 
vehicle safely. Length I don't think is as much of an issue but I do know that some cars 
are growing in length as well as width and thought should be put into this to ensure that 
cars fit into the spaces and thus multiple parking spaces aren't taken up a single vehicle 
which is too big for a single space. 

Comments noted. 
 
The Council’s preferred parking space dimensions recommended in the SPD are above 
the industry standard to address the issue of vehicle and parking space size. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

Mark 
Smith 

 
  

Fourthly and finally, for the electric vehicle charging, I feel that mandating all homes to 
be equipped for electric chargers is a bit excessive. While yes they should be 
accommodated for, by providing everything someone needs, you are actually 
persuading them to get a car rather than using active, sustainable travel. I think that 
perhaps it should be 70% of houses are provided with a charger with a further 30% 
provided with the equipment for it to be installed at a later date. This is reasonable since 
the switch to fully electric vehicles is not there yet for 100% of houses. 

Comments noted. 
 
The revised SPD provides an increase in the recommended provision of electric vehicle 
charging points from the current SPD and recognises the viability considerations of 
providing new charge points, within the current Local Plan policies. The requirement for 
electric vehicle charging Infrastructure set out in the SPD provides interim guidance for 
developers in relation to new development prior to the full implementation of updated 
building regulations in June 2023. The Council considers the requirement to be 
sufficient until this point. 
 
No change to SPD required. 

 


